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BROWN, JANIE P. A Description of Student/Teacher Dyadic 
Interactions in Physical Education Activity Classes. (1979) 
Directed by: Dr. Kate R. Barrett. Pp. 163 
The purpose of this study was to describe the number, 
length, and type of dyadic student/teacher interactions in 
physical education activity classes. In this study types 
of interaction referred to the content and noncontent 
relatedness of the interaction. The interactions were 
related specifically to the sex of the teacher, the sex of 
the student, the teacher-perceived skill level of the 
student, and the status of the student as an athlete or 
nonathlete. 
The classes of six male and six female physical 
education teachers were selected for observational study. 
Three college students were trained in the use of The Brown 
Dyadic Interaction Observation Tool and used the tool to 
gather data in five classes of each of the twelve selected 
teachers. Prior to the collection of data, interobserver 
and intraobserver reliability were estimated using the 
percentage of agreement formula. Interobserver reliability 
scores ranged from .77 to .90 and intraobserver reliability 
scores ranged from .85 to 88. Each of the three observers 
met the standard of reliability. 
At the conclusion of the data gathering, the twelve 
teachers characterized each student in his/her class 
according to sex, perceived skill level, and status as an 
athlete or nonathlete. Summary Sheets were developed for 
each of the teachers to show the student characteristics 
and the cumulative data from five observations. Crossbreak 
analysis was used to show the relationship of the variables 
and from these tables the Chi Square statistic was applied. 
The following results were obtained: 
1. Male students had more interaction time with the 
teacher than did female students. 
2. The student perceived by the teacher as being 
high skilled interacted more often and for longer periods 
of time than did the student perceived as an average or 
low skilled student. 
3. The student/athlete interacted more often and for 
longer periods of time with the teacher than did the 
student who was not an athlete. 
4. Male teachers spent more time in interaction than 
did female teachers. 
5. The male teachers had more content interactions 
and fewer noncontent interactions than female teachers. 
6. Male teachers interacted more and more about 
content with male students than with female students and 
female teachers interacted more and more about content with 
female students than with male students. 
7. Male teachers interacted more with the perceived 
high skilled student and the female teacher interacted 
more with the average skilled student. 
It was concluded that teachers interact differently 
and unequally with students according to the students' sex, 
perceived skill level, status as an athlete or nonathlete, 
and the sex of the teacher. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
One of the primary motivating forces of human behavior 
is the drive for the achievement of personal significance. 
This personal significance is only attained through some 
form of interaction—the relationship of a person to a 
person. Wilmot (1975, p. 4) said that "the heart of . . . 
all interpersonal communication lies in the meanings we 
acquire in our transactions with our environment." A person 
assigns meaning to the behavior of others as his own 
behavior is being interpreted. This is communication and 
"you do not create a message without it affecting you" 
(Wilmot, 1975, p. 6). 
The interactions may be verbal or nonverbal, but 
through them persons are made aware of the presence and 
acknowledgement of others. After acknowledgement comes 
recognition. This recognition gives value and is displayed 
by what Galloway (1976) called "approach moves." Avoidance 
or "avoidance cues" (Galloway, 1976) give feelings of 
worthlessness to the person being avoided. Persons, in 
satisfying this desire for personal significance, watch for 
the knowing glance, the greeting look, and the interpersonal 
contact which says, "I see you—I know you are there." 
Those who are ignored have little opportunity to be valued. 
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Acknowledgement and recognition are the twin signs of 
initial human contact which make open communication 
possible. 
Wilmot (1976) suggested that if one is in the presence 
of another, he communicates. He said that communication is 
not a linear one-way event, because "you do not communicate 
to someone as if they were an inert blob of clay; you 
communicate with another" (p. 11). 
There is a real challenge in today's educational world 
to give value, significance, and meaning to the students in 
the communication process of teaching and learning. 
Hodge (1971, p. 267) said that "very often, the only 
prompting a student needs is to know that someone is aware 
of his existence, is interested in what he is doing, and is 
ready to help if needed." Khan and Weiss (197 3) spoke of 
a form of communication in the teaching/learning process 
when they stated that: 
The nature of feedback by significant adults, 
especially the teacher, to students regarding their 
performance has a significant influence on the self-
evaluation of students and their affective 
disposition toward learning experiences. (p. 761) 
Teaching has been defined as "a series of interactions 
between someone in the role of teacher and someone in the 
role of learner" (Bidwell, 1973, p. 414). These inter­
actions between two people, who in this instance are the 
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teacher and the student, are called dyadic interactions. 
Robert Peck (1976) called the student/teacher interaction 
the basis for education and expressed the belief that at 
the "ideal world" level, dyadic interactions would be 
stressed in the classrooms. Even though the classroom 
social system is a group, what really is occurring is an 
infinite number of behavioral dyads (Schlechty, 1976). 
Amidon and Hough (1967) in their discussion of 
interaction analysis said that even though teachers may have 
no theory on which to base instructional behavior, the 
perceptive teachers have sensed that the quality and 
quantity of teacher/student interaction is a critical 
dimension of effective classroom teaching. Their belief 
that the teacher can make decisions concerning the inter­
actions is supported by Hodge (1971) when he said, "The 
teacher can make innumerable personal contacts with each 
individual student and he can apportion these contacts so 
that those needing them most can receive the most" (p. 266). 
Several researchers have supported the need for 
individual instruction and interaction. Good, Biddle, and 
Brophy (1975, p. 67) reported that "teachers who work with 
smaller groups tended to get better results than teachers 
who spend most all or all of their time working with the 
class as a whole." In a study focused on what classroom 
teacher behavior would improve achievement, self-concept, 
and internal locus of control, it was found that: 
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(a) achievement was greater when the teacher directed 
attention more often to individual students than to groups 
or whole class, and (b) achievement was greater when the 
interactions were related to the student's work rather than 
behavior and when the teacher gave the student undivided 
attention (Sears, 1972). 
Student/teacher interaction is the common denominator 
for all communication at all levels of education and in all 
subject matter. It would seem then that every student must 
become a part of this interaction process for the learning 
experience to have meaning and significance. 
Background and Significance 
Until recent years little empirical knowledge about 
teaching was available. Many studies of teacher effective­
ness were done prior to the sixties but these resulted 
primarily in producing lists of characteristics of good 
teachers. These characteristics were determined mainly 
from studies using pupil rating (Cogan, 1967; Puckett, 
1928), supervisory rating (Barr, 1929) or pupil achievement 
scores (Cogan, 1967; March, Burgess, and Smith, 1956). 
Biddle and Ellena (1964), in the mid-sixties, 
criticized these early studies on effectiveness and the 
methods used in determining teacher characteristics by 
saying: 
The bulk of studies on teacher effectiveness to date 
have produced negligible results. Further until ci 
5 
great deal more is known about classroom interaction, 
the bulk of educational theories must be judged 
untested. (1964, p. 14) 
Their argument, along with Turner (1964), Flanders (1967), 
and Smith and Meux (1970), is that far too little effort 
has been put into observing what teachers actually do and 
in using this observational data to find the competent 
teacher for the classroom. 
This felt need for knowledge about what goes on in 
classrooms provided motivation for the plethora of studies 
conducted and the many systems described from the early 
sixties to the present which were designed to determine 
the quantity and/or quality of teacher/student interactions. 
Some representative systems are: Adams and Biddle (197 0), 
Amidon and Hunter (1967), Bellack (1966), Cheffers (1970), 
Dougherty (1967), Flanders (1967), Hough (1967), and 
Lambert and Hartsough (1971). 
Scrutiny of these studies and others revealed that 
"almost all . . . studies have focused upon the relation­
ship of teacher behavior to the class mean" (Rosenshine 
and Furst, 1973, p. 172), and interactions were analyzed 
as they related only to the class as a whole. Jackson 
(1967) has called into question this conventional view of 
looking upon each classroom as a unit whose participants 
have shared a common educational experience. 
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Estimates of the amount of time given to individual 
interactions range from 30% (Adams and Biddle, 1970) to 
92% (Power, 1971). Within whatever percentage of time 
given to personal interaction, it is clearly possible that 
some students go through an entire school day without a 
verbal or nonverbal sign of acknowledgement from the teacher. 
Those students who do receive contacts from the teacher do 
it in varying degrees. Anderson (1939) reported that 
individual children received from 4.1 to 39.3 contacts 
per hour. Jackson and Lahaderne (1967) found some students 
were interacted with dyadically as few as 5 times while 
others as often as 120 times. Good (1970) concluded that in 
some teaching situations it is possible for several students 
to have fewer than two or no interactions with the teacher 
while some have so many that if the contacts were spread out 
through the day there would be contact with the teacher 
every five or ten minutes. As Jackson and Lahaderne pointed 
out, saying a child is a member of a class of 26 pupils 
tells little about the "social density of the child's 
psychological world and the relative saliency of the teacher 
in that world" (p. 210). 
What causes the inequalities may vary or in some 
instances may not even be determined, but some studies done 
in the classroom setting have tried to identify those students 
who receive more or less attention than others and have 
associated certain student characteristics to inequalities. 
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Among the characteristics so associated were: sex of the 
student (Alport and Hummel-Rossi, 1976; Appleford, 1976), 
socio-economic status (Appleford, 1976; Friedman, 1976), 
physical attractiveness (Algozzine, 1977), race (Jackson 
and Cosca, 1974), achievement (Cooper and Baron, 1977; 
Flanders, 1967), and seat location in the class (Adams and 
Biddle, 1970). 
As in general education, interactions in physical 
education classes have been analyzed in various ways 
(Barrett, 1969; Crowe, 1977; Dougherty, 1967; Lunt, 1974; 
and Nygaard, 1975), but few have shown particular concern 
for the relationship of specific teacher or student 
characteristics to dyadic interactions. The studies of 
Allard (1979), Crowe (1977), Martinek and Johnson (1979), 
and Oien (1978) are examples of studies which have related 
interactions to gender, perceived skill ability, or physical 
achievement. In view of the fact that very little is known 
about student/teacher interactions in the physical 
education activity class, it seems imperative that further 
study be done. 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this study was to describe the dyadic 
student/teacher interactions in the physical education 
activity class in terms of number, length, and typo of 
interaction. Type of interaction in this study refers to 
the content and noncontent relatedness of the interaction. 
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Specifically, the study was designed to answer the 
following: 
1. Do teachers have more and longer dyadic inter­
actions with some students than they have with others? 
2. Is there a relationship between the sex of the 
teacher and the number, length, and type of student/teacher 
dyadic interaction? 
3. Is there a relationship between the sex of the 
student and the number, length, and type of student/teacher 
dyadic interaction? 
4. Is there a relationship between the sex of the 
teacher and the sex of the student in the number, length, 
and type of student/teacher dyadic interactions? 
5. Is there a relationship between the teacher's 
perception of the student's skill level and the number, 
length, and type of student/teacher dyadic interaction? 
6. Is there a relationship between the sex of the 
teacher and the teacher perceived skill level of the 
student in the number, length, and type of student/teacher 
dyadic interaction? 
7. Is there a relationship between the student's sex 
and the teacher's perception of the student's skill level 
in the number, length, and type of student/teacher dyadic 
interaction? 
8. Is there a relationship between the number, length, 
and type of interaction the teacher has with athletes and 
those with nonathletes? 
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Definitions of Terms 
1. Dyadic Interaction Pattern - interactions between 
the teacher and individual student. The interactions may 
be verbal or nonverbal. 
2. Verbal Interaction - spoken communication between 
student and teacher, i.e., "good," "try it this way," 
"watch me," "lift your head higher." 
3. Nonverbal Interaction - communication through 
movements that demonstrate communication between student 
and teacher, i.e., gesture, body movement, body position, 
facial expression, eye contact. 
4. Content Interaction - verbal and nonverbal inter­
action that, in the judgment of the observer, relates to 
the cognitive, affective, or psychomotor objectives of the 
class, i.e., discussion of specific skill, teacher 
monitoring student's attempt of skill, teacher praise of 
student, and student question about the understanding of 
the skill. 
5. Noncontent Interaction - verbal or nonverbal 
interactions that, in the judgment of the observer, relate 
to anything not considered a cognitive, affective, or 
psychomotor objective of the class, i.e., teacher comment 
about clothing of student, discussion of school activities 
not related to class, and disciplinary interactions. 
6. Athlete - a student who is a member of an 
interscholastic athletic team. 
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Assumptions Underlying the Study 
The following assumptions are accepted in regard to 
this study: 
1. It is important for each student in a physical 
education class to find personal meaning and significance 
in the process and content of the class. 
2. Insight into personal dyadic patterns is helpful 
to teachers in planning significant and meaningful learning 
experiences for their students. 
3. The teachers and students available for this study 
and the systems from which they come are representative of 
teachers, students, and school systems in the state of 
North Carolina. 
Scope of the Study 
This study is limited by the following factors: 
1. The study was concerned with dyadic student/teacher 
interactions as part of the instructional process. The 
description of the interactions included frequency, duration, 
the student with whom they occur, and whether they were 
content or noncontent related. 
2. Only interactions occurring at the assigned 
teaching space were recorded. Those occurring in the 
dressing rooms or halls were not recorded. 
3. The sample for the study came from two public 
school administrative units and included teachers of 
grades 7 through 12. The sample consisted of 12 teachers, 
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six men and six women. One class of each of these 
12 teachers was observed five times making a total 
observation time of approximately 45 hours. 
4. The Brown Dyadic Student/Teacher Observation 
Tool was used in gathering the observation data. 
5. Observation recordings were done by three college 
students trained in the use of the observation tool. 
Training was continued until an interobserver and intra-
observer reliability of 80% was obtained. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The review of literature for this study speaks to 
general concepts of teacher behavior and describes recent 
and current thinking about student/teacher interaction as a 
specific aspect of teacher behavior. The first section 
describes three general conceptual views of teacher 
behavior: (a) the teacher as scientist, (b) the teacher as 
artist, and (c) the teacher as sociologist. A discussion 
of student/teacher relationships follows in the second 
section. The final two sections are devoted to a discussion 
of research on student/teacher interactions in education and 
in physical education. 
Conceptual Views of Teacher Behavior 
A review of the available literature related to teacher 
behavior reveals several conceptual views of teaching. Each 
view is dependent on specific beliefs about teaching and 
learning. Prior to a discussion of specific aspects of 
teacher behavior, it seems appropriate to describe from a 
broad conceptual viewpoint the three most popular positions. 
Tlie Teacher as Scientist 
First, there are persons who view teachers as scientists. 
This view is supported by the belief that teaching reflects 
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systematic inquiry and that there are certain teaching 
skills which can be developed through a formal procedure. 
Gage (1972f p. 195), who expounded on the science of 
teaching, says that what the teacher needs is a much more 
abundant and helpful supply of "tools of the trade." These 
tools are techniques which are arrived at scientifically. 
Specifically, he described the need as follows: 
Other professions and crafts give their practitioners 
whole arrays of techniques, instruments, tools, devices, 
formulas, strategies, tactics, algorithms, and tricks 
of the trade . . . but, in teaching we find relatively 
few of these ways of making complex tasks, more 
manageable. Teachers are expected.to rediscover for 
themselves the formulas that experienced and ingenious 
teachers have acquired over the years. Each generation 
of teachers benefits too little from the inventions of 
its predecessors. . . . What teaching needs—if it is 
to be improved in the hands of ordinary persons, who are 
not geniuses or inspired artists, and if it is to be 
improved with resources at a level not inconceivably 
high, —is a much more abundant and helpful supply of 
"tools of the trade." (p. 195) 
In the book Developing Teaching Skills in Physical 
Education, Siedentop (1976) presented techniques for 
developing teaching skills as though teaching was a science, 
that is, "amenable to systematic evaluation and capable of 
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being broken down into a series of tasks that can be 
mastered" (p. 3). Mouly (1975) complied with this concept 
to the extent that a teacher is a scientist when he/she 
approaches in a scientific way the problems he encounters 
in his responsibilities. He further described the teacher 
as a scientist when the teacher has an understanding of 
scientific principles as they apply to the teacher's work 
and as they are used to analyze classroom problems. He 
warned us, however, against indiscriminant use of Gage's 
"bag of tricks." 
The Teacher as Artist 
The conceptual view of teaching as an art is generally 
viewed in opposition to teaching as a science. Locke (1973) , 
Highet (1950), Mouly (1978), and others called teaching 
an art, but each for different reasons and within different 
parameters. 
Locke (1973) thought of teaching as an art, yet 
declared that it need not be purely intuitive; orderly 
research can help in the understanding of teaching. Mouly 
(1978) considered teaching as an art in two senses: (a) as 
a craftsman who relies on stock methods which results in a 
standard job, and (b) as a creator who uses many techniques 
judiciously and as they are appropriate in individual cases. 
Though Siedentop (1976) considered the teacher-as-artist 
as a radical view because it "implies that we can discover 
nothing about it, nor can we pass what we do know about it, 
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along to other people" (p. 4), he realized that the 
theoretical-scientific view cannot account for an entire 
artistic performance. Gage (1972) illustrated this view 
of the combination of artist and scientist by the following 
statement: "The painter, despite the artistry in his work, 
often can be shown by students of his art to be behaving 
according to a theory—of color, perspective, balance, or 
abstraction" (p. 58). 
The teacher may also be described as an artist rather 
than a scientist because so much of a teacher's behavior is 
unconscious and is accompanied by feeling as well as 
thinking, or even more than thinking (Brophy and Good, 1974; 
Brown, 1971; Highet, 1950). According to Brophy and- Good 
(1974) "most of the teacher's behavior is reactive? 
relatively little of it is proactive in the sense that it 
reflects his deliberate planning and control" (p. 229). 
Highet (1950) expressed the belief that teaching is an 
art primarily because he believed teaching involves emotions, 
which cannot be systematically appraised and employed, and 
human values, which are quite outside the grasp of science. 
Highet said: 
Teaching is not like inducing a chemical reaction; it 
is much more like painting a picture or making a piece 
of music .... You must throw your heart into it, 
you must realize that it cannot all be done by formulas, 
or you will spoil your work, and your pupils, and 
yourself. (p. 8) 
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The Teacher as Normative Sociologist 
A third view is perhaps incorporated into the artist 
and scientist viewpoints but remains somewhat different and 
reflects more recent thinking. It is the conception of the 
teacher as normative sociologist. Delemont (1974) said that 
it is the sociology of teaching that serves as the basis of 
an organizational theory of instruction. 
Much of what the teacher does is the result of his 
social position—his relationships with students, peers, 
administrators, and the community. Flanders' (1965) work 
in interaction analysis developed out of a social psychology 
theory and Biddle and Ellena (1964) viewed teacher behavior 
as the product of interaction between situation demands and 
personal factors such as educational philosophy, needs, 
beliefs, values, etc. Waller (1961) said that even the 
desire to learn has a social basis—that is, that a part of 
becoming an accepted part of society is learning the ways of 
society. Learning then becomes a part of the socialization 
process and the teacher is the one who directs this process. 
Bidwell (1973) wrote in detail about viewing teaching 
as a social process that cannot occur except through inter­
personal exchange. These interpersonal exchanges are 
between teacher and student and approximate fairly closely 
the conception of primary social relations. The relationships 
have a social structure and are contained within a broad 
social and moral order. His writings strongly supported the 
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position of teacher as a normative sociologist. It is said 
best in one of his statements: "Teaching is socialization" 
(Bidwell, 1973, p. 413). The teacher is both a socializer 
and student of the socialization process. 
The student/teacher dyad is a classical conception of 
primary social relationships, and perceptive teachers have 
sensed that the quality and quantity of teacher/student 
interaction is a critical dimension of effective classroom 
behavior. The teacher's use of sanctions relates to these 
interactions in the socialization process. There is a 
general human tendency to want some continuing evidence that 
we are known, approved of, and liked. Highet (1950, p. 36) 
said, "The young are trying desperately hard to become real 
people, to be individuals. If you wish to influence them 
in any way, you must convince them that you know them as 
individuals." Galloway (1976) called this recognition of 
individuals with value "approach moves." Learning from this 
viewpoint becomes a response to the teacher's attempt at 
socialization as the learner reacts to sanctions and 
recognition. 
Student/Teacher Relationships 
Regardless of the conceptualization one takes of 
teaching, the relationship of student to teacher must be 
considered. Interaction between student and teacher is an 
aspect of teacher behavior that reflects the teacher's and 
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the student's reaction to each other and perhaps to learning 
situations. Delemont (1976) said that we act according to 
the way we see the world around us. The classroom relation­
ships of the teacher and the student are seen as a joint act, 
a relationship that works. Three views are presented in the 
literature and will be discussed in this section: (a) the 
reciprocal influence of the teacher and the student, (b) the 
teacher as the primary influence factor, and (c) the student 
as the primary influence factor. 
Reciprocal Relationship 
Hughes (1963) defined teaching as interaction, a mutual 
or reciprocal action or influence. She said that there is 
teacher power but there is also teacher response to student 
power. Schlechty (1976) called this interactive influence 
"a reciprocity of influence." The thesis of Wilmot (1975) 
was that there are constant dyadic interactions in our 
environment and the influence of one part of the interaction 
is not uniquely a one-way influence. He believed that each 
person influences and is influenced by the other. 
The position of these three authors applied to the 
classroom suggests that there is no constant position of 
control. Instead, there is constant influence by both the 
teacher and the student on each other. Brophy and Good 
(1974) discussed how this influence may change from time to 
time and from student to student: 
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Although certain aspects of classroom interaction are 
largely under the control of the teacher and affect all 
of the students . . . , our classroom research led us 
to become increasingly impressed with and interested in 
the different patterns of interaction that teachers have 
with different students in the classroom. These almost 
always show a wide range and many sharp contrasts, and 
many of them appear to be much more predictable from 
knowledge about the individual student than from 
knowledge about the teacher. Thus, students shape 
teacher behavior at the same time that their own behavior 
is being influenced by the teacher. (Brophy and Good, 
1974, p. viii) 
Teacher Influence 
The early studies of Anderson (1939) and Lippitt and 
White (1943) resulted in several findings which support the 
premise that teachers do influence and control the classroom. 
Among the findings of these two studies were: (a) the 
contacts of the teachers set a pattern of behavior that 
spreads among the students, (b) the teacher sets the climate 
of the class, and (c) the behavior of the teacher is taken 
over by the pupils when the teacher is no longer in the 
room. Amidon and Flanders (1971) interpreted these earlier 
findings as follows: 
As a result of participating in classroom activities, 
pupils soon develop . . . expectations about how the 
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teacher will act and what kind of person he is and 
feelings about how they like their class. These 
expectations and feelings color all aspects of 
classroom behavior, creating a social atmosphere or 
climate that appears to be fairly constant, once 
established. (p. 72) 
Flanders (1965) was one of the first researchers to 
design a system for describing influence relationships in 
the classroom. He used the terms "indirect" and "direct" 
to describe the meaning of teacher influence. The term 
indirect was used to describe those actions of the teacher 
which maximize the freedom of the student to respond while 
direct referred to the teacher actions which minimize the 
freedom of the student. These terms of Flanders' relate 
to Anderson's (1939) "dominative" actions, characterized by 
such elements as force, ignoring the rights of the companion, 
reducing free interplay of differences, and leading toward 
conformity, and "integrative", characterized by increasing 
interplay, offering a choice, etc. Flanders' (1965) terms 
can also be related to those of Lippitt and White (194 3). 
Their "authoritarian" is similar in definition to dominative 
and direct, and their "democratic" is similar to integrative 
and indirect. Lippitt and White added a third term 
"la issoz-fai ri'," which was defined as irreqular or i nf roqiu-uit 
integrative contacts. Kach of these sets of terms describe 
the actions of the leader or the teacher and thus support 
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the belief that teachers do have influence and express 
power in the classroom. 
Though her study will be discussed later in this review, 
it is noted here that Bookhout (1965), in studying the 
relationship of teaching behavior to the social-emotional 
climate of the classroom, found that there was a positive 
relationship between teacher behavior and the social-
emotional climate. She further stated that the manner in 
which pupils perceive the teacher's behavior leads to 
certain predictable behavior of the pupils. This position 
has been supported by Cogan (1967) and Biddle and Ellena 
(1964), and by Jenkins and Lippitt (1951), who add that 
pupils as well as teachers perceive that the teacher holds 
the power and control of the class. 
Student Influence 
In taking a different perspective, Brophy and Good 
(1974) pointed out that teachers may be "reactive" rather 
than "proactive." Much is written about the rapidity of 
actions in the classroom. Jackson (1967) said, "When the 
students are in front of him, and the fat is on the fire, 
so to speak, the teacher tends to do what he feels or knows 
is right rather than what he thinks is riqlit" (p. 18). And 
later he added, "In the small but crowded world ol" the 
classroom, events come and go with astonishing rapidity" 
(p. 149). This rapidity then may cause quick reactions, not 
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allowing conscious thought and planning. This can account 
for the position some take that the pupil really controls 
the teacher. 
The amount of time given to students by teachers is 
an example of the teacher's reactions to student behavior 
(Adams and Biddle, 1970; Garner and Bing, 1973; Peck, 1973). 
As Schlechty (1976) said: 
Little attention has been given to the possibility 
that this giving of time has something to do with the 
nature of the student's position in the influence 
structure of the classroom. Rather, most explanations 
are made in terms of the teacher's assessment of some 
psychological attribute of the student, such as ability, 
need for tutoring, or personal value. It is likely, 
however, that teachers respond to the influence of the 
student .... Students develop strategies for dealing 
with teachers and for inducing teachers to behave in 
ways they (students) see as desirable. (p. 63) 
This position of Schlechty appeared stronger than just the 
reactive behavior described by others in that he viewed 
"student strategies" as conscious control of influence. 
There is yet a different position which supports student 
influence on teacher behavior. This is the influence the 
student has simply by possessing certain characteristics, 
for example, attractiveness, a high level of achievement, 
and skill (Brophy and Good, 1974). Garner and Bing (1973) 
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found that there was little evidence that the teacher 
attempted to compensate for student individual differences. 
Students of different characteristics received different 
amounts and kinds of contacts from the teacher. Thus, 
the students determined the contact frequencies by being 
what they were. Perhaps the teacher is unconsciously 
conditioned by the differential behavior of the student. 
The teacher is responding to real properties of the 
different students, not just pursuing a self-fulfilling 
prophesy of psychological effects of which Schlechty (1976) 
spoke. 
Student/Teacher Interaction Research in Education 
Importance of Interaction Research 
Research that is descriptive of teacher behavior allows 
one to gain insight into what actually happens in classrooms. 
Smith and Meux (1970) said, "If very little is known about 
a phenomenon, the way to begin an investigation is to observe 
and analyze the phenomenon itself" (p. 16). Anderson (1971) 
called this type of research descriptive analytic research 
and said that it " . . . focuses on the rather modest goal 
of accurately describing real-world events in the classroom 
(or gymnasium) and analyzing these events in a way that leads 
to a better understanding of what transpired" (p. 2). 
Because things happen so quickly in the classroom, 
teachers do not know exactly what their behaviors are (Good 
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and Brophy, 1973; Jackson, 1967; and Martin and Keller, 
1976). Research using observation systems serve a vital 
function in gathering data about reality in classrooms. 
The result of this kind of research could be that "better 
comprehension of the process of teaching may alter teacher 
preparation and in-service training programs in order to 
facilitate more meaningful learning experiences for students 
at any level of learning" (Lunt, 1974, p. 4). 
As previously mentioned, Schlechty (197 6) believed that 
the basic unit of analysis is human interaction. Biddle and 
Ellena (1964) expressed the need for knowledge of inter­
action by saying, "Until a great deal more is known about 
classroom interaction the bulk of educational theories must 
be judged 'untested'" (Biddle and Ellena, 1964, p. 1). Even 
more important is the focus on how teachers interact with 
individual students. Adams and Biddle (197 0) stressed that 
"it is important to know which children participate directly 
in the teaching/learning transaction" (p. 36). In calling 
for routine observation and analysis, Brophy and Good (1974, 
p. 13) said, "To understand the psychological impact of 
schooling on individual students, it is necessary to observe 
teachers and students during their day-to-day activities in 
schools." 
K.irly Ui'scarch on Toj.I_ch i IHJ 
Prior to the 1950's, studies on teaching were primarily 
associated with teacher effectiveness, trying to relate 
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certain teacher qualities or training to measures of 
effective teaching. Measures of effective teaching included 
pupil ratings (Cogan, 1967; Puckett, 1928), supervisory 
rating (Barr, 1929), and pupil achievement (Cogan, 1967; 
March, Burgess, and Smith, 1956). 
The value of such research has been seriously questioned 
as evidenced in Dunkin and Biddle1s report from the 
Committee on Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness of the 
American Education Research Association. They reported the 
following: 
The simple fact of the matter is that after 40 years 
of research on teacher effectiveness during which vast 
numbers of studies have been carried out, one can point 
to few outcomes that a superintendent of schools can 
safely employ in hiring a teacher or granting him 
tenure, that an agency can employ in certifying 
teachers or that a teacher education faculty can employ 
in planning or improving teacher education programs. 
(Dunkin and Biddle, 1974, p. 13) 
In addition, the research probably "contributed relatively 
little information which teachers can apply in their daily 
interactions with students" (Allard, 1979, p. 13). 
A few studies prior to 1950 and many since that time 
have investigated student/teacher interactions as a specific 
aspect of teacher behavior. The studies of Anderson (1939) 
in the late 1930's and of Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1967) 
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at about the same time,are among the best known early 
studies. 
Anderson and his colleagues did a systematic study of 
spontaneous pupil and teacher behavior in preschool, 
primary, and elementary school classrooms. The study 
extended over several years. In the study the behaviors 
were classified into two categories, "dominative" and 
"integrative." Among the conclusions drawn from this study 
were that the dominative and integrative contacts of the 
teacher set the pattern that spreads throughout the class­
room and the pattern the teacher develops in one year is 
likely to be continued by him the following year with 
different students. 
Lewin et al. (1967) carried out laboratory experiments 
in which, through training and role playing, patterns were 
set for specific types of interactions. These interactions 
were classified as "authoritarian," "democratic," and 
"laissez-faire." These interactions were displayed as 
styles of leadership and used as leadership behavior patterns 
with groups of boys engaging in clublike activities. 
The findings of Lewin et al. were similar to Anderson's. 
There was, however, the additional conclusion that group 
members were unable to proceed without direction from the 
leader. Lewin et al. called this latter behavior 
"dependence on the leader," and Anderson referred to the 
same behavior but called it "conforming to teacher domination." 
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These two series of studies led to and influenced 
other attempts to analyze teacher behavior. Withall (1939) 
classified teacher verbal statements into several categories 
and indexed teacher behavior in a way similar to Anderson 
et al. (1967). He identified behaviors on a learner-
centered teacher-centered continuum and produced an index 
of teacher behavior almost identical to the integrative-
dominative ratio of Anderson et al. (1939). 
The most widely used system for categorizing classroom 
interactions since the 1950's has been the interaction 
analysis developed by Flanders (1965). The purpose of the 
Flanders Interactional Analysis System (FXAS) was to gain 
"greater understanding of the teacher's role, the control 
he provides while teaching, and the pattern of influence he 
uses in classroom management" (p. 2). More specifically 
the system provided a procedure for quantifying what 
Flanders termed direct and indirect influence. One of the 
most repeated findings of Flanders' early work came from 
studies in Minnesota and New Zealand, using his system in 
English, Social Studies, and Mathematics classes of students 
in the fifth through the ninth grades. The findings 
indicated that two-thirds of the total time spent in the 
average classroom is in teacher talk and that two-thirds of 
that is either lecturing, criticizing, or giving directions. 
Numerous studies followed the Flanders' study, many of 
which used or adapted his interaction analysis system. In 
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addition, other researchers designed their own systems. 
These systems are too numerous to be included in this 
review but, in terms of the type of interactions observed, 
most of the systems recorded and analyzed teacher behavior 
as it was directed to the class as a whole. Allard (1979) 
pointed out various problems with this kind of analysis: 
(a) the strategy is too general to yield information about 
events which influence individual students, (b) the results 
are often misleading, and (c) they do not provide any 
information indicating to whom the teacher was talking. 
Recently research has been influenced by this criticism and 
has begun to look specifically at individualized dyadic 
student/teacher interactions. This type of research and 
other research pertinent to this study will be discussed in 
the next section of this review. 
Recent Research Pertinent to this Study 
The teacher behavior research conducted in the last 
ten years that is particularly pertinent to this study has 
focused on teacher/student interactions with emphasis on 
four major aspects: (a) the number of interactions, 
(b) the kinds of interactions, (c) the distribution of 
interactions among students, and (d) the specific 
characteristics of students receiving different amounts and 
kinds of interactions. 
Mention has previously been made about the rapidity of 
events in the classroom. Research has given a variety of 
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estimates of the number of interactions which take place: 
Jackson (1968) suggested more than 1000 in a day, and 
Hudgins (1971) estimated 650 daily. Adams and Biddle (1970) 
estimated that 37% of the total number of interactions were 
with individual students while Power (1971), in a study of 
high school science classes, counted 92% with individual 
students. 
Jackson and Lahaderne (1967) made the point that there 
is an uneven distribution of interchanges among students. 
Their findings show that the teachers in their study inter­
acted with some students as few as five times and with others 
as many as 120 times. Garner and Bing (1973) in a follow-up 
study to theirs, found ranges from 0 to 31, and from 2 to 60. 
Not only do the quantity of interactions differ with 
different students, they differ in overall content. For 
example, Jackson and Lahaderne (1967) found that some students 
talk with the teacher more about instruction matters, that 
is, matters that relate to the attainment of educational 
objectives, while others receive more disciplinary messages 
than do their classmates. Adams and Biddle (1970), whose 
estimate of 37% of interaction time spent with individuals 
has been mentioned previously, also estimate that 72% of 
that 37% is about content. 
This varying quantity and quality of teacher interactions 
has been related in the literature to specific student 
characteristics. Research has pointed out that 
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characteristics such as achievement, sex, socioeconomic 
status, attractiveness and race are among those so related. 
Garner and Bing (1973) studied five first grades and 
found that most of the student/teacher interactions were 
with students classified as bright and initiatory high 
achievers or active, duller miscreants, but average 
achievers. This latter group was predominantly boys. 
Good (1970) also studied first graders and found that high 
achievers had more opportunities to respond and were inter­
acted with more often. Kranz, Weber, and Fishell (1970) 
found that high achievers in- the elementary school received 
more teacher questions and teacher praise. Hoehn (1970) and 
Mendoza, Good, and Brophy (1972) found the same relationship 
between teacher contacts and achievement. 
It is generally assumed that boys receive most of the 
teacher's attention. Good and Brophy (1973) and Cherry 
(1975) found this to be true in their studies of elementary 
and preschool children. Not only did boys receive more 
attention than girls (Good and Brophy, 1973), but the type 
of interaction differed in that boys received more inter­
actions of a disciplinary nature and fewer social and 
instructional (Appleford, 1976) . 
The relationship of the socioeconomic status of students 
to the amount and type of interaction in the classroom has 
been of interest to researchers in the last few years. 
Recent research has suggested that students of high income 
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levels receive more positive reinforcement or praise, 
students of middle income levels receive more social and 
instructional interactions, and students of lower income 
levels receive more disciplinary or corrective interactions 
from the teacher (Appleford, 1976; Davis and Dollard, 1970; 
Friedman, 1976; Good, 1970). Hoehn (1970) failed to 
substantiate a relationship between social class and teacher 
contact but instead found a relationship between teacher 
contact and academic achievement. 
Algozzine (1977) did a study of facial attractiveness 
as perceived by the teacher and found that attractiveness 
related to both the quantity of the interactions (more 
attractive children received more contacts) and the quality 
(more attractive children receive more positive contacts). 
In a study with a similar focus, Appleford (1976) found that 
the low attractive perschool children receive more 
disciplinary interactions. 
All of these characteristics are of such a nature that 
they cannot be changed or at least cannot easily be changed 
by the student. Yet the fact remains that teachers are 
reactive and they react to student characteristics. This 
fact alone would not be harmful if it were not for the fact 
that personalized attention is important for achievement 
(Alexander, Elsom, and Means, 1971; Sears, 1972), 
particularly when the attention (or interactions) is related 
to the student's work rather than behavior. 
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The research discussed in this section focused on 
areas of study other than physical education. Researchers 
in physical education are just beginning to recognize the 
need for "describing and analyzing teacher behavior directed 
toward individual students or sub-groups of students" 
(Allard, 1979). The final section of this review will be 
a discussion of studies related specifically to this field. 
Student/Teacher Interaction Research 
in Physical Education 
It has been estimated that only 10 percent of all the 
physical education research done prior to 1970 has been 
related to the teaching process (Nixon and Locke, 1973). 
Since 1970 a number of researchers have studied student/ 
teacher interactions as a specific part of the teaching 
process but even in 1977 Locke commented that "by stretching 
things a little we have accumulated no more than 50 studies" 
(p. 11). It is the purpose of this part of the literature 
review to discuss the research in teaching physical education 
that is pertinent to this specific study and that is 
representative of research of this nature. The review will 
focus briefly on studies that describe teacher interactions 
with whole classes or large groups of students and on those 
that focus specifically on the students with whom individual 
i nl.cr.icl'. ions occur. 
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Student/Teacher Interactions—Whole Class 
Studies using FIAS or an adaptation. There has been 
reference made in this review to several studies in 
education which were influenced by the Flanders system of 
analysis. Physical education researchers have also used 
FIAS or adaptations of it, for example, Dougherty, 1967; . 
Goldberger, 1970; Kiemele, 1972; Love-Roderick, 1971; 
Mancuso, 1972; Melograno, 1971; and Nygaard, 1975. 
The study of Nygaard (1975) is representative of those 
that used FIAS in the physical education setting. In this 
study FIAS was applied to 40 physical education classes at 
different grade levels. Statistical comparisons were made 
via chi square and a number of findings were similar to 
those found in general education when the FIAS system was 
used. Among the findings were that: (a) teachers were a 
direct influence, (b) teachers did most of the talking, 
(c) teachers viewed themselves as authority figures, and 
(d) teachers placed a great deal of emphasis on content. 
Dougherty (1967) also used FIAS but it is the 
adaptation of FIAS which makes his study particularly 
pertinent to this review. Flanders (1965) characterized 
his categories as either teacher talk, student talk, or 
silence and confusion. One of Dougherty's adaptations was 
that the teacher talk categories were subdivided to allow 
the researcher to indicate when the teacher was speaking 
to an individual rather than the entire group. This was 
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done by placing an "i" behind the number of the category. 
The individuals with whom the teacher was speaking were not 
identified. Dougherty thought this adaptation was important 
because the quantification of the amount of individual 
attention given to students enhanced the ability of the 
interaction analysis technique to differentiate between 
various styles of teaching. 
The Cheffers' Adaptation of the Flanders Interaction 
Analysis System (CAFIAS) is a further modification of FIAS. 
Cheffers (1979) said that "CAFIAS was developed originally 
with the purpose of describing physical education classes 
with sensitivity and application not hitherto possible with 
the Flanders system" (p. 37). To achieve this he adapted 
FIAS to provide for: (a) the coding of nonverbal behavior 
as well as verbal behavior, (b) teaching agencies other than 
the teacher, and (c) coding of the person to whom the teacher 
was talking. CAFIAS used a double category system with 
which behaviors could be categorized as verbal, nonverbal, 
or both verbal and nonverbal. By coding symbols it can be 
indicated if the teaching agency is the class teacher, other 
students, or other teaching structures in the environment. 
A time line analysis of the class structure is also 
possible in CAFIAS. It was felt that an important ratio 
could be developed through contrasting the percentage of 
time in which the class works as a whole and in more 
individualized learning situations. It is possible to code 
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the whole class, small groups or individuals, and when 
the class progresses independent of teacher influence. 
Since 1972 this seems to be the system most widely 
used in physical education studies. Cheffers (1979) listed 
19 studies which have taken place since he designed the 
system. Some of these will be discussed in a later section 
of this review. 
Application or Adaptations of Other Systems. Of the 
many interaction analysis systems available in addition to 
FIAS, several have been the bases for studies in physical 
education. Other systems have been designed for studies 
of specific purposes in physical education. Some of these 
will be briefly described to show the range in purpose or 
design and others, three in particular, as they are 
pertinent to this study, will be reviewed in more detail. 
In 1969, Barrett (1969) conducted a study to ". . . 
develop and test a procedure for systematically describing 
teacher-student behavior evident in primary physical 
education lessons implementing the concept of movement 
education" (p. 9). Based upon a theoretical set of 
components of a lesson, she devised a category system of 
4 dimensions. They were: Movement Task, Content, Guidance, 
and Student Response. 
The purpose ol 1-* i shm.m 1 s ( I ()7 0 system was I he 
development of "a procedure for recording how physical 
educators provide augmented feedback to students" (p. 10). 
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The category system was designed in the form of a checklist. 
There were six major categories: (a) Form, (b) Direction, 
(c) Time, (d) Intent, (f) General Referent, and (g) Specific 
Referent. These six categories were further divided into 
20 sub-categories. 
Ciesla (1972) developed a category system for 
describing teacher behaviors evident in the teaching of the 
cradle in lacrosse to beginners. The system was based on 
two ideas relevant to the teaching of physical skills to 
beginners: (a) the type of response elicited by the 
teacher and (b) the components that are involved in 
formulating a physical education lesson that emphasized 
teaching the cradle. Twelve categories were designated 
as being Specific or Non-specific. The specific category 
identified those teacher behaviors that were observed in 
which no opportunities were allowed to the students to make 
behavioral decisions. The non-specific category identified 
those behaviors in which a choice was offered to students 
to make behavioral decisions. 
A system was designed by Robbins (1973) to analyze 
teacher behavior in elementary school physical education. 
His system was based on the Bellack (1966) system which 
coded units of verbal interaction into four basic types: 
"structuring moves," "soliciting moves," "responding moves," 
and "reacting moves." Robbins divided these broad cateqories 
into specific behaviors related to physical education 
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teaching. For instance, structuring moves were related or 
not related to the physical education lesson and response 
items were verbal responses or activity responses. 
Showers (1974) designed a system for identifying 
teacher behaviors in activity classes. This system was in 
the form of a scale to describe the frequency of occurrence 
of selected teacher behaviors. The teacher behaviors were 
classified into concepts of: (a) clarity and knowledge of 
subjects, (b) friendliness and interest in students, 
(c) fairness, and (d) enthusiasm and sense of humor. 
In 1974 Lunt devised a system for describing teacher-
student verbal and nonverbal interactions in the teaching 
of choreography. The four main divisions of the system 
were: Cognitive, Affective, Kinetic-Kinesthetic, and 
Technical. These main divisions were subdivided into 
34 categories. 
The Ohio State University Behavior Rating Scale 
(Siedentop and Hughley, 1975) was developed "... for use 
in gathering descriptive data on the teaching behaviors of 
physical educators and for research in the modification of 
student teacher behaviors" (p. 45). The categories are 
designed to be used with an applied behavior anaysis or 
behavior modification model. The parameters of behavior 
categories are: Input Teaching Acts, Managerial, Monitoring, 
No Activity, Skill. Attempt—Positive TF, Skill Attempt — 
Negative IF, Positive Reaction to On-task Behavior, mul 
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Negative Reaction to Off-task Behavior. The developers 
have said that undergraduate students can learn to use it 
with a minimum of 85% reliability in a few hours of 
observational practice. This scale has been used in a 
number of studies related to the modification of teacher 
behavior (Cotton, 1977; Darst, 1976; Dodds, 1975; Hutslar, 
1977). 
Barrett's category system was revised by Willcox (1975) 
to describe and analyze the behavior of teachers initiating 
the movement education approach in teaching beginning 
basketball. In this system there were three dimensions of 
teacher verbal behavior: Movement Task, Content, and 
Guidance. The Movement Task and Guidance dimensions were 
composed of categories which defined the degrees of freedom 
for decision-making given the student by the teacher's 
statement of the initial task and the subsequent development 
of it. The content dimension was composed of the substantive 
aspects of the movement education approach. 
Bain (1978) designed an instrument that identified 
implicit value positions in secondary physical education 
programs. The values selected and defined were Achievement, 
Autonomy, Orderliness, Privacy, Specificity, and Universalism. 
Teacher behavior, class organization, and procedural 
regulations were the three major categories into which 
implicit values were placed. Teacher behavior was found 
to be the most variable of the three. Bain (1978) later 
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modified her system to separate Achievement into the values 
of Competitive Achievement and Instructional Achievement. 
A system was designed (Alleman, 1978) which coded 
decisions in nine identifiable areas in games teaching. 
The areas are: Activity, Body, Space, Effort, Relationship, 
Equipment, Working Time/Number Time, Rules, and 
Organization. 
Bookhout (1965a) did a study whose purpose was "to 
determine by observation the patterns of teaching behavior 
which are related to climate formation" (p. 4). The study 
was based on the assumption that teacher behavior is largely 
responsible for the classroom climate. She developed a 
system based on Medley and Mitzel's (1958) Observation 
Schedule and Record (OScAR). In this system the observer 
records precisely defined teaching behaviors. Bookhout 
retained all of the behaviors that could be expected to 
occur in a physical education class and framed new items 
according to teacher behavior she assumed to be specific to 
physical education. The teacher behaviors were designated 
as with a pupil, a small group of pupils, or the entire 
class. Teacher behaviors were analyzed along with class 
climate scores derived from the use of Reed's Pupil 
Inventory, and patterns of teaching behavior were found that 
were climate-related. 
The results of this study show six common patterns of 
teaching behavior, two of which are climate-related. One of 
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these patterns was called "Integrative Behavior" which was 
significantly related to supportive climate and included 
such items as: teacher smiling, encouraging, expressing 
concern, allowing planning, answering questions, and.moving 
freely among the pupils. The other, called "Restraining 
Direction," included fixed grouping, leading mass activity, 
pointing out errors, disapproving, threatening, and 
criticizing. 
Since one of the stated purposes of the Brown DIO 
tool used in this study was to describe the number and 
length of content-related and noncontent-related dyadic 
interactions, it was important to note a system called 
BESTPED (Behavior of Student in PEd). This system analyzed 
student behavior in terms of how the students spend time 
in class. A part of the analysis indicated the amount of 
time in content or noncontent-related activities. Costello 
and Laubach (1979) used this system and found that 27.5% 
of the time spent in movement responses was in movement 
which was related to the physical education lesson 
objectives. The study also revealed that 50% of the total 
class time was in non-substantive or noncontent activity. 
Anderson and Barrette (1979) on the other hand, used 
Anderson's Descriptive System (1974) which analyzed how the 
teachers spend time in class. They found in this study 
that the teachers devoted 94% of the total class time to 
porFormhuj intorootivo functions, that 21.1% of thai: I inio 
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was spent observing and 75% of the class was related to 
class business or content. 
Studies of Individual Interactions 
All of the aforementioned studies were designed and 
used to analyze teacher behavior directed to the class as a 
whole. In recent years Crowe (1977), Allard (1979), 
Martinek and Johnson (1979), and Oien (1979) have shown an 
interest in studying teacher behavior as it related to 
individuals. These studies will be reviewed and particular 
note will be made of the findings pertinent to this study. 
Crowe (1977) conducted a study to investigate and 
identify specific and differential teacher behaviors that 
affect student behavior. To identify teachers' differential 
treatment of students she used Rosenthal's (1974) Four Factor 
Theory which includes the factors of climate, feedback, 
output, and input. The Brophy and Good Interaction 
Analysis System (1974) was used to gather the data. This 
system includes five different types of dyadic interaction 
situations: (a) Response Opportunities, (b) Recitation, 
(c) Procedural Contacts, (d) Work-Related Contacts, and 
(e) Behavior Contacts. Crowe modified the system by 
deleting Recitation and Work-Related Contacts and by adding 
Behavioral Touch to the Behavioral Contacts section. This 
system also records who created or initiated the interaction, 
the teacher or the student. 
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Observation data from four PE activity classes were 
compared to the teachers' rankings of the students' physical 
achievement or skill potential. She concluded from her 
study that students perceived by their teacher as being 
high achievers were asked more questions, received more 
attention, and were given more opportunities to respond 
than those students in the perceived lower achievement 
group. 
Martinek's Dyadic Version of Cheffers Adaptation to 
Flanders Interaction Analysis System was used by Martinek 
and Johnson (1979) in a study investigating the effects of 
teacher expectations on student/teacher behaviors occurring 
during physical education instruction. The students were 
rated by the teacher according to perceived physical ability 
and the highest ten and the lowest ten from each of five 
classes comprised the sample of 100 students. Among the 
findings were that the high expectancy group received more 
encouragement, acceptance of ideas, and analytic-type 
questions than low expectancy students. Also it was found 
that male students gave more rote responses than females. 
Oien (1979) reported a study using the Individualized 
Teacher Behavior Analysis System (Lewis, 1977). This system 
is a modification of both FIAS and CAFIAS and is 
specifically designed for studying dyadic internet, ions. The 
study related the quality and quantity of individualized 
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teacher behavior to student gender and the teacher1s 
perception of the student's in-class personality, skill 
level performance, and participation. Data were gathered 
from two classes of five teachers. The researcher found 
that the boys in the study received more praise and 
encouragement, questions, lectures, directions, and 
criticisms than did the girls. The findings related to 
skill level were that in four of the five teachers and in 
five of the ten classes they taught, there were significant 
results. Some teachers directed more behaviors to the 
highly skilled and others directed more to students perceived 
low in skill. The perceived highly skilled students received 
more categories of praise, lecturing, giving directions, 
criticizing or justifying authority, in 16 of 22 comparisons. 
General conclusions from the study were that: (a) there was 
an unequal distribution of behaviors directed to individual 
students, (b) the perceived skill level, in-class 
personality, and gender of the student contributed to the 
unequal distribution, and (c) generalizing across teacher 
populations was inaccurate. 
This review of student/teacher* interaction studies that 
have been done in physical education points to the fact that 
researchers are aware of the need for such studies. It also 
points to t.hc t:act; that up until the late 197 0's tiiore has been 
little work Eocused specifically on dyadic student/teacher 
^ interactions in physical education activity classes. 
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Summary 
This review of literature has spoken to general 
concepts of teacher behaviors. It has described recent and 
current thinking about student/teacher interactions as a 
specific aspect of teacher behavior. 
Three conceptual views of teacher behavior were 
described. These were: (a) the teacher as scientist, 
(b) the teacher as artist, and (c) the teacher as sociologist. 
Each of the views was shown to be dependent on the theorists1 
specific beliefs about teaching and learning. 
Student/teacher relationships were discussed as they 
related to power and influence in the classroom. Three 
views of influence were discussed: (a) there is reciprocal 
and changing influence in that the teacher influences the 
student and the student influences the teacher and the 
strength of the influence may be altered in various 
situations, (b) the teacher is the controlling influence and 
power in the classroom, and (c) the student consciously or 
unconsciously controls the climate of the class and the 
teacher's behavior. 
Early research in teaching was discussed with 
particular note made of the influence that the studies of 
Anderson (1939), Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1967), and 
Flanders (1965) had on later studies. These and other 
studies focused on specific teacher behavior and interactions 
with students, especially as the behavior and interactions 
were related to the class as a whole. 
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Much of the recent research in teaching was found to 
be concerned primarily with the numbers and kinds of 
student/teacher interactions in the classroom and with the 
distribution of interactions among students of specific 
characteristics. A number of studies were cited which 
support the view that there are a variety of interactions, 
that they vary in quantity as well as quality, and that 
there is an unequal distribution of these interactions 
among and between students with varying characteristics. 
This review described and discussed research in 
physical education which included the use of several 
different analysis systems. These systems varied according 
to the specific behaviors to be described or the situation 
in which the behaviors occurred. The studies pointed out 
that the teachers in the physical education classes have a 
large number of interactions with students and that the 
majority of these interactions are related to the content 
of the class. Results also indicated that the interactions 
vary in quantity and quality as they are directed to 
different students who have different characteristics. 
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CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was to describe the number, 
length, and type of dyadic student/teacher interactions in 
selected physical education activity classes. The 
procedures for this study involved five processes: 
development of tool, selection and preparation of teachers 
and classes, training of observers, collection of data, and 
preparation and analysis of data. 
Development of Tool 
The tool developed specifically for this study was the 
Brown Dyadic Student/Teacher Interaction Observation Tool. 
Throughout this study it shall be referred to as the Brown 
DIO Tool. 
Identification of Conceptual Framework 
Maslow (1943), in his theory of motivation, listed 
five basic needs: physiological needs, safety needs, love 
and belonging needs, esteem needs, and self-actualization 
needs. The third and fourth level of needs, specifically 
love and belonging and esteem needs, involve the individual 
with others in his/her environment. This involvement is 
one of creating feelings of personal significance through 
affection, approval, recognition, and respect. Jensen (1960) 
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refers to a social-acceptance dimension of his group 
structure theory as one grounded in a basic need of all 
human beings to be valued, esteemed, and accepted by others. 
Those who are ignored have little opportunity to be valued 
as personally significant. 
The classroom presents a specific environment in which 
the students possess these needs. The teacher's contacts 
or lack of contacts with the student are an important part 
of this environment. In reality, the student's feelings of 
personal significance are often dependent on the teacher. 
Being ignored by the teacher often is interpreted by the 
student as "she doesn't like me," or "he doesn't know I'm 
here," or even as "she doesn't care about me." Juxtaposed 
against this lack of attention is the lavishing of quantities 
of attention on some students and the resulting attitudes on 
the part of the attention-getters and the remainder of the 
class. This aspect of classroom behavior is important 
enough to merit study and description. One way to do this 
is to use some method of interaction analysis. 
Interaction analysis is a process used to describe and 
analyze teacher behavior. Many interaction analysis tools 
have been developed. The data gathered by these tools are 
usually in the form of qualitative categories of behavior 
which were grouped according to various conceptual views of 
teaching. These tools have seldom identified the individual 
students with whom the interaction was made nor have they 
noted if the interaction was individualized. 
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The Brown DIO Tool provides a means for describing 
individualized interactions in the classroom and was 
designed out of the belief that dyadic student/teacher 
interaction is the common denominator for communication 
at all levels of education and in all subject matter. 
The purpose of the tool is fourfold: (a) to determine 
the number of individual student/teacher interactions which 
take place in a class, (b) to determine the length of those 
interactions, (c) to determine if the interactions are 
related or not related to content, and (d) to determine the 
type of students with whom the interactions take place. 
Development of Categories 
There are four categories for identifying dyadic 
interactions in the Brown DIO Tool. They are: (a) the 
number of interactions, (b) the length of interactions, 
(c) the relationship of the interaction to content, and 
(d) the relationship of the interaction to noncontent. The 
development of these categories was influenced by studying 
the available literature, the variety of interaction analysis 
systems available, and by personal beliefs about student/ 
teacher relationships. 
It was considered important by the researcher that both 
the number and length of interactions be recorded. It was 
reasoned that nine interactions three seconds in length may 
be considered more or less significant by the student than 
would one interaction of 27 seconds in length. 
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In addition to quantitatively identifying the 
interactions, this tool qualitatively defines them. The 
two qualitative categories are: content-related and 
noncontent-related. These categories are simplifications 
and combinations of several category systems. For instance, 
Appleford (1976) categorized interactions as: instructional, 
social, and disciplinary, and Jackson and Lahaderne (1967) 
categorized them as: instructional, managerial, and 
prohibitory. 
Adams and Biddle (1970) estimated that 72% of the 
dyadic interactions are about content material, leaving 
28% about noncontent topics. It is clearly possible that 
not only do students receive disproportionate amounts of 
teacher's attention but that the attention is also 
disproportionate as it is related to the teacher's sharing 
of content related information. The categories of the 
Brown DIO Tool allow description of both these phenomena. 
Estimation of Reliability and Validity 
Both intraobserver reliability and interobserver 
reliability were estimated for the Brown DIO Tool during a 
pilot study conducted in Spring, 1978. Three observers were 
trained in the use of the tool and data gathered from their 
observations were used in the estimation of reliability. 
The coded observations were treated statistically to 
determine reliability. Brophy and Good's (1974) percentage 
of agreement formula was used. Percent of agreement by this 
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formula is determined by the ratio of exact agreement 
between coders to the combined total of exact agreements 
plus omissions, plus disagreements. A percent of agreement 
score of 80 was accepted for this study. 
Intraobserver reliability. Intraobserver reliability refers 
to the consistency of measurement over time. Each of the 
three observers coded the same videotape of a physical 
education activity class on two different occasions three 
days apart. The tape was three 15-minute sessions of 
softball, volleyball, and gymnastics instruction. The 
reliability estimations are shown in Table 1. The scores 
ranged from 84% to 89% and all were clearly above the 
expected standard of 80%. Based on these results the 
intraobserver reliability of the tool was accepted. 
Table 1 
Intraobserver Reliability Estimation 
Observers Percent of Agreement 
A 84 
B 86 
C 89 
Interobserver Reliability. Interobserver reliability 
refers to the ability of different observers to measure the 
same behavior responses with consistency (Crowe, 1977). The 
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observers simultaneously recorded interaction data during 
a physical education activity class for seventh graders in 
a public middle school. Using the data from this class 
each observer's coded data were paired with the other two 
observers' data and reliability was estimated. The inter-
observer reliability estimations are shown in Table 2. 
The range of scores was from 81% to 86%. As 80% 
agreement was the standard chosen for this study, inter-
observer reliability was accepted. 
Table 2 
Interobserver Reliability Estimation 
Observers Percent of Agreement 
A/B 86 
A/C 83 
B/C 81 
Validity. Logical validity was accepted for the Brown DIO 
Tool based on the fact that it is a low inference instrument 
and obviously measures dyadic interactions of students who 
are easily identifiable. The relationship of interactions 
to content or noncontent is defined and differentiated. 
This instrument is an obvious, straightforward way of 
measuring what it is intended to measure. 
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Development of Manual 
In addition to estimating reliability, procedures were 
established for training observers in the use of the tool. 
These procedures were organized after discussion with pilot 
study observers and were compiled into a manual (see 
Appendix A for complete manual). 
Selection and Preparation of Teachers and Classes 
Selection of Teachers and Classes 
Subjects for the study were selected from two school 
systems. Of the 30 physical education teachers from these 
systems, there were 11 females and 19 males. 
The teachers who were available to the researcher and 
the systems from which they came were assumed to be 
representative of the public school systems in the state of 
North Carolina. One system had a local teacher salary 
supplement with physical education teachers supervised by 
their principals and a director of secondary school 
curriculum. The other system had no local supplement with 
the physical education teachers supervised by their principals 
and a supervisor of physical education. The teachers' 
experience ranged from one year to twenty-one years of 
experience. Each teacher taught a minimum of three physical 
education classes per day. 
Review of related research in which the purposes were 
similar to this study revealed a wide range in the size of 
the sample and the number of observations made of each 
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teacher in the sample. Based on this review, twelve 
teachers were selected from the population of 30, six males 
and six females. The teachers in the sample were selected 
randomly by using a table of random numbers. The selection 
of male teachers, six of 19, and females, six of 11, was 
made separately. 
The review of the literature also revealed that when 
considering the number of teachers in the sample, the 
number of observations, and the length of the observations, 
there was a wide range in the amount of observation time. 
Based on this review, it was considered appropriate that 
each class be observed five times. From each selected 
teacher's total schedule a specific class for observation 
was randomly selected. 
Though control of the curriculums in each of the 
twelve classes was impossible, it was considered acceptable that 
the classes of three of the male teachers and three of the 
female teachers would be in the individual activities of 
gymnastics and wrestling. The remaining six classes would 
be studying recreational games and activities. 
Human Subjects Review Procedures 
Written permission was received from the superintendent's 
office of each school system, from the principals of the 
schools in which data were gathered, and from the teachers 
involved in the study. The system administrative permissions 
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were in the form of a letter from each system (see Appendix B 
for copies of the principal and teacher permission forms). 
All details of participant permission and procedures 
for the study were presented to the Human Subjects Review 
Committee of the School of Health, Physical Education, and 
Recreation at the University of North Carolina at 
Greensboro. Approval to conduct the study was granted on 
October 26, 1978. 
Preparation of Teacher and Student 
A preliminary visit was made to each teacher selected 
for observation. At this time the teacher was given a copy 
of the orientation information and the information was 
discussed (see Appendix C). The informed consent form was 
explained and signed. 
On the first day of observation the nature of the study 
was explained to the students. They were told what was 
required of them and that if they wished to take part they 
should designate this by wearing a pinnie during the class. 
They were further told that choosing not to take part in the 
study did not preclude regular participation in the class 
(see Appendix C for the Study Explanation for Students). 
Selection and Training of Observers 
Selection of Observers 
After discussion with several college students who had 
shown an interest in interaction analysis and who were willing 
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to take part in the study, three senior female physical 
education majors were selected as observers. Each of these 
students had above a 3.5 grade point average,, was familiar 
with interaction analysis, and was known by the researcher 
to be dependable. 
Training of Observers 
Three observers were trained in the use of the Brown 
DIO Tool according to procedures described in the tool 
manual (see Appendix A). Training sessions continued until 
an interobserver and intraobserver reliability of 80% or 
better was obtained. Support for this standard comes from 
the recent studies in the literature: Brophy and Good 
(1974) and Fishman and Anderson (1967) suggested that 80% 
agreement is acceptable, Gay (1976) suggested 7 5% agreement, 
and Siedentop (1976) accepted 80% agreement for a small 
number of categories. 
Training Sessions 
To train the observers in the use of the Brown DIO Tool, 
three sessions were needed. Below is a brief description 
of the sessions. Each description includes the settiug and 
the primary accomplishments of each session: 
Session 1 - Setting: researcher's office 
1. The observers were each given a copy of the Brown 
DIO Tool Manual. 
2. A general discussion regarding the tool's purposes, 
methodology, and use in this study was presented. 
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3. Practice in recognizing three-second intervals was 
given. 
Session 2 - Setting: college physical education 
activity class. 
1. A discussion and observation practice was given 
in learning to recognize student/teacher interactions as 
defined in the tool manual and in learning to differentiate 
between content and noncontent interactions. Practice in 
recording observations was done for short segments. 
2. Practice in use of three-second intervals was 
continued. 
Session 3 - Setting: college physical education 
activity class. 
1. Actual recordings of data were made. When 
necessary, discussion with the researcher about problems 
or questions was conducted. 
2. A comparison of recording sheets between observers 
and researcher was made for the purpose of identifying any 
problem areas. Two specific areas were discussed: the 
identification of a student when in a group of students and 
the identification of the content and noncontent interactions. 
Estimation of Interobserver and Intraobserver Reliability 
For Data-Gathering Purposes 
Three additional sessions were held to record data for 
the purpose of estimating interobserver reliability. The 
three observers simultaneously recorded data in three 
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different physical education activity classes. The 
percentage of agreement ratio, as previously described, 
was used. The results are shown on Table 3. 
The percent of agreement scores ranged from 77% to 
90%. In the junior high school soccer class, the scores 
of 77% and 79% were below the 80% that was expected. These 
scores were accepted because of the class conditions. The 
class was held outside on a very windy day and hearing the 
teacher was difficult. The researcher was also aware of 
the fact that none of the official data gathering would 
take place outside. The higher percentage of agreement 
scores between Observer A and Observer B were consistent 
throughout the three sessions. 
Table 3 
Interobserver Reliability Estimation 
Percent of Agreement 
College Junior High College 
Observers Gymnastics Soccer Basketball 
A/B 90 87 87 
B/C 87 79 82 
A/C 87 77 80 
Data from the basketball class were used to estimate 
interobserver reliability in recording content and noncontent 
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interactions separate from the total interactions. Total 
tallies for the content related interactions were used and 
the percent of agreement scores are shown in Table 4. As 
all were above the 80% agreement, reliability for content 
and noncontent interactions was accepted. 
Table 4 
Interobserver Reliability Estimation 
for Content Interactions 
Observers Percent of Agreement 
A/B 84 
B/C 81 
A/C 81 
For estimating intraobserver reliability, a 30-minute 
college gymnastics class was recorded on videotape. Each 
observer made data recordings independently at intervals 
of four days. The percent of agreement scores are shown 
in Table 5. The scores for the three observers were 88%, 
86%, and 85%. All of these scores were above the 80% 
agreement which was acceptable as the standard for this 
study. 
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Table 5 
Intraobserver Reliability Estimation 
Observers Percent of Agreement 
A 88 
B 86 
C 85 
Based on the intraobserver and interobserver reliability 
estimations it was considered appropriate to begin 
collecting data. 
Collection of Data 
Identification of Students 
To aid the observer in identifying the students, each 
student was asked to wear a pinnie with a particular number 
designation. The pinnies were numbered consecutively from 
1 to 48. 
Procedures for Recording Observations 
When acceptable interobserver and intraobserver 
reliability scores were obtained for each observer, 
assignments were made for data gathering. These assignments 
were made according to the convenience of the observer and 
her class schedule. 
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At the time of the first observation the student 
identification pinnies were assigned after consultation 
with each teacher. As soon as the first pinnies were put 
on, the observers were asked to begin the observation 
recording. Recordings were made until all students had 
removed them. 
At the four remaining recordings sessions the pinnies 
were arranged prior to the class in numerical order. The 
name and pinnie number for each student had been recorded 
on paper and the paper posted near the entrance to the 
teaching station in the event students forgot their numbers. 
Upon entering the teaching station the students located 
and put on their preassigned pinnie. As stated earlier, 
recording began when the students put on the pinnies. 
Reliability Estimation During Data Gathering 
During the last week of data gathering a final 
interobserver reliability estimation was done for the 
purpose of determining continuing reliability. Each of 
the observers gathered data in a college physical education 
basketball class. The percent of agreement scores are 
shown in Table 6. The scores ranged from 86% to 91% and 
were higher than those which were derived prior to the data 
gathering. This rise in scores was probably accounted for 
by the fact that gathering the data was added practice time 
and the observers became more adept at using the tool. 
61 
Table 6 
Interobserver Reliability Estimation 
During Data-Gathering 
Observers Percent of Agreement 
A/B 91 
B/C 87 
A/C 86 
Student Characteristic Information 
At the conclusion of the data-gathering process* each 
teacher in the study was given a copy of the Student 
Characteristic Sheet with the students' identifying numbers 
and last names entered in the appropriate columns (see 
Appendix D for Student Characteristic Sheet). The teacher 
checked columns on this sheet indicating his/her perception 
of the student's overall skill ability, sex, and whether 
or not the student was an athlete. This information was 
obtained one week after completion of the collection of 
data and again at a similar time a week later. Only those 
students whose perceived skill ability ratings agreed both 
times were considered in analyzing data related to perceived 
skill ability. This procedure was an attempt to objectify 
the teacher's perception of the skill ability by separating 
the judgment from the student's activities on any one day. 
62 
Preparation and Analysis of Data 
Preparation of Data 
Data preparation involved three processes: 
(a) transferring data from the Recording Sheet for each 
single observation to a Tally Sheet for that observation/ 
(b) combining the information on the Tally Sheets for five 
observations to a Summary Sheet for each teacher, and 
(c) transferring Student Characteristic information to the 
same Summary Sheet (see Appendix D for copies of the 
Recording Sheet, Tally Sheet, and Summary Sheet). 
All of this data preparation was done by a student 
secretary. It was done immediately upon receipt of each 
data sheet or information sheet. The data analysis was 
done from statistical information from the Summary Sheet 
for each of the twelve teachers. 
Analysis of Data 
The analysis of data was designed to answer the 
questions listed in the Statement of the Problem. Included 
in the analysis were raw data summaries, frequency charts, 
cross-break analyses, chi square analyses. Where an 
indicated level of significance was necessary, .05 was the 
standard (Ferguson, 1966, p. 407). 
The Summary Sheets were frequency summaries of the raw 
data gathered on each of the twelve teachers in the sample. 
This data included the number of students in the class, 
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the number of students of each characteristic, and the 
total number, length, and average length of both content, 
noncontent, and combined content and noncontent interactions. 
Because the number of students in the class, the number of 
students in each category, and the number of interactions in 
the class varied, the frequencies were converted to average 
number per student, average length of interaction, and 
average total time per student. 
Cross-break analysis (Kerlinger, 1973) was used to 
show the relationship of the variables in each of the 
study's questions. A cross-break is "a numerical tabular 
presentation of data, usually in frequency or percentage 
form, in which variables are cross-partitioned in order to 
study the relations between them"(p. 159, 160). These 
cross-breaks were presented in the form of 2 by 2, 2 by 4, 
and 4 by 4 tables. From these cross-breaks, the chi square 
statistic was applied to determine the statistical 
significance of the relationship or "the independence of the 
variables" (p. 171). 
All of the analyzed data were used in the interpretation 
of the data. Kerlinger (1973) suggested that "the best 
advice for handling categorical data is to calculate chi 
square to determine statistical significance, . . . 
calculate the percentages . . . , and then interpret the 
data using all the information" (p. 172). 
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF DATA 
The purpose of this study was to describe the number, 
length, and type of dyadic student/teacher interactions in 
physical education activity classes. In this study types of 
interaction referred to the content and noncontent related-
ness of the interaction. 
The classes of six male and six female teachers were 
selected for observational study. Teachers were asked to 
characterize each student in their classes according to sex 
of the student, their perception of the student's skill 
ability, and whether or not the student was an athlete. 
The characteristics of students were then used as variables 
to determine the relationship to number, length, and type 
of dyadic interaction. 
Three college students trained in the use of the Brown 
DIO Tool gathered data in five classes of each of the twelve 
teachers. Summary sheets were developed for each of the 
teachers to show cumulative data from the five observations. 
These data from the Summary Sheets are the bases for the 
presentation and analysis. 
Specifically, the following questions were used as a 
guide for the presentation, analysis, and discussion of the 
data: 
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1. Do teachers have more and longer dyadic interactions 
with some students than they have with others? 
2. Is there a relationship between the sex of the 
teacher and the number, length, and type of student/teacher 
dyadic interaction? 
3. Is there a relationship between the sex of the 
student and the number, length, and type of student/teacher 
dyadic interaction? 
4. Is there a relationship between the sex of the 
teacher and the sex of the student in the number, length, 
and type of student/teacher interaction? 
5. Is there a relationship between the teacher's 
perception of the student's skill level and the number, 
length, and type of student/teacher interaction? 
6. Is there a relationship between the sex of the 
teacher and the teacher-perceived skill level of the student 
in the number, length, and type of student/teacher dyadic 
interaction? 
7. Is there a relationship between the student's sex 
and the teacher's perception of the student's skill level 
in the number, length, and type of student/teacher dyadic 
interaction? 
8. Is there a relationship between the number, length, 
and type of interaction the teacher has with the student 
and whether or not the student is an athlete? 
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Presentation and Analysis 
The data will be presented in raw data, summary data , 
and in contingency tables. The Chi Square value will be 
reported when it is significant at the .05 level. 
Question 1 - Do Teachers Have More and Longer Dyadic 
Interactions with Some Students than They Have With Others? 
Number of Interactions. As Table 7 indicates there 
were a total of 4651 interactions during the five classes of 
the twelve teachers in the study. These 4651 interactions 
were spread among the 359 students in the classes. The 
average number of interactions per minute was 2.18 and the 
average number of interactions per student was 12.95. 
As shown in Table 8, the number of interactions for 
individual students ranged from 29 students or 8% who had 
no interactions to one student who had from 71 to 74 inter­
actions. The next largest number of interactions were with 
two students who interacted from 66 to 70 times, and two 
students who had 61 to 65 interactions. 
Length of Interactions. Table 9 includes data related 
to the length of interactions for the teachers in the study. 
As indicated, the average length of the interactions was 
7.84 seconds and the average total time per student was 
101.52 seconds. 
As shown in Table 10, there were 29 students whose 
interactions averaged from 0 to 2 seconds, 149 whose inter­
actions averaged from 3 to 5 seconds and 106 whose average 
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Table 7 
Number of Student/Teacher Interactions 
Teacher 
Number of 
Students 
in Class 
Total 
Interactions 
Interactions 
per 
Minute 
Average 
Number of 
Interactions 
per Student 
A 34 299 1.47 8.79 
B 46 130 .62 2.83 
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30 
32 
387 
607 
1.61 
3.41 
12.90 
18.97 
E 24 274 1.59 11.42 
F 30 498 2.57 16.60 
All Female 
Teachers 196 2195 (47%) 1.83 11.20 
G 26 715 4.09 27.50 
H 25 719 4.30 28.76 
M
a
l
e
s
 
C-i
 
H
 
19 407 2.79 21.42 
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H
 
30 223 1.17 7.43 
K 45 168 1.42 3.73 
L 18 224 1.65 12.44 
All Male 
Teachers 163 2456 (53%) 2.63 15.07 
All Teachers 359 4651 2 . 1 8  12.95 
Table 8 
Total Number of Interactions per Student in Each Class 
Students 
per 
Teacher Class Number of Students 
A 34 0 2 0 2 6 1 12 6 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 46 11* 6 8 6 4 2 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F
e
m
a
le
s
 
a
 
o
 
30 1 0 0 2 1 2 6 8 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F
e
m
a
le
s
 
a
 
o
 
32 0 2 1 0 1 1 9 2 1 5 3 2 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
E 24 0 0 1 1 0 4 8 4 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F 30 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 10 7 1 4 1 0 0 1 0' 0 0 0 0 
G 26 6 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 2 0 3 1 0 1 2 1 
H 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 6 7 3 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 
I 
01 
19 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 6 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
o 
1-1 T CO J 
S 
30 4 2 2 2 1 3 11 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K 45 6 9 6 5 4 4 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
L 18 1 0 1 2 1 1 5 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
All 
Teachers 359 29 21 19 21 18 20 79 45 30 20 21 9 8 5 5 1 3 2 2 1 
Number of 
Interactions 0 1 2 3 4 5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-74 
*Eleven students out of 46 in Teacher B's class interacted zero times with the teacher. 
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oo 
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Table 9 
Length of Student/Teacher Interactions 
Teacher 
Average 
Length of 
Interaction 
(Seconds) 
Average 
Total Time 
per Student 
(Seconds) 
A 6.08 53.47 
B 4.85 13.72 
m 
.H 5.39 69.47 
i d Pn 8.94 169.53 
E 6.72 76.75 
F 8.45 140.20 
All Female 
Teachers 7.29 81.66 
G 14.57 400.61 
H 5.75 165.44 
M
a
l
e
s
 
C-(
 
M
 
5.14 
5.53 
110.05 
41.10 
K 5.43 20.27 
L 7.38 91.83 
All Male 
Teachers 8.32 125.40 
All Teachers 7.84 101.52 
Table 10 
Average Length of Interactions per Student in Each Class 
Teacher 
Students 
per 
Class Number of Students 
A 34 0 16 14 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 46 11* 22 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F
e
m
a
l
e
s
 
a
 
n
 
30 
32 
1 
0 
18 
5 
10 
15 
0 
3 
0 
8 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
E 24 0 11 9 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 
F 30 0 2 12 12 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 
G 26 6 0 1 4 7 4 3 0 1 0 0 
H 25 0 16 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M
a
l
e
s
 
C-
< 
H
 
19 0 15 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M
a
l
e
s
 
C-
< 
H
 
30 4 17 6 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
M
a
l
e
s
 
C-
< 
H
 
45 6 25 7 3 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 
L 18 1 2 10 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 359 29 149 106 34 24 7 7 1 1 0 1 
Average 
Length 
in 
Seconds 0-2 3-5 6-8 9-11 12-14 15-17 18-20 21-23 24-26 27-29 30-32 
*The average length per interaction for eleven students in Teacher B's class was 0-2 seconds. 
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lengths were 6 to 8 seconds. At the other end of the range, 
one student's interactions averaged 30 to 32 seconds and 
another student averaged 24 to 26 seconds. 
When describing the average total time in interaction 
per student, Table 11 shows that there were 115 students 
whose total interaction time averaged from 0 to 25 seconds. 
On the other hand, two students interacted with the teacher 
for a total period of 1300 to 1400 seconds. 
Question 2 - Is There a Relationship Between the Sex of the 
Teacher and the Number, Length, and Type of Dyadic Student/ 
Teacher Interaction? 
Number of Interactions. The data shown in Table 7 
indicate that the male and female teachers differed only 
slightly in the total number of interactions that they had 
with students. The feriale teachers had 2195 interactions 
or 47% of the total interactions while male teachers had 
2456 interactions or 53% of the total. Among teachers, 
however, there was a wide range; for example, Male Teacher H 
had 719 interactions while Female Teacher B had 130. 
The average number of interactions per minute for 
female teachers was 1.83 and the average for male teachers 
was 2.63. When examining data for the average per 
individual teachers, a wide range is shown between teachers. 
Male Teacher H had the largest number of interactions per 
minute, averaging 4.30 and Female Teacher B had the smallest 
number of interactions, averaging .62 interactions per minute. 
Table 11 
Average Total Time of Interactions per Student in Each Class 
Students 
per 
Teacher Class Number of Students 
A 34 10* 11 3 7 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
B 46 36 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
01 „ 
A C 
30 6 . 6 6 5 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
e _ 
iu D 32 3 3 5 2 3 1 2 2 5 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 • • 0 
E 24 5 8 3 3 0 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
F 30 0 1 2 8 3 3 9 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
G 26 6 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 3 2 0 1 2 
H 25 0 1 0 4 3 4 2 5 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
I 
v. 
W T 
•J 
19 0 2 c 4 3 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
30 17 4 3 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
K 45 29 13 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
L IS 3 4 4 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • 0 
Total 359 115 62 33 42 22 14 16 15 17 9 3 2 3 3 0 1 • • 2 
Total Length 
in Seconds 
0-
25 
26-
50 
51-
75 
76-
100 
101-
125 
126-
150 
151-
175 
176-
200 
201-
300 
301-
400 
401-
500 
501-
600 
601-
700 
701-
800 
801-
900 
901-
1000 t • 
1300 
« 14 00 
*Ten students out of the 34 in Teacher A's class averaged 0-25 seconds in interaction time with the teacher in five classes. 
to 
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The average number of interactions per student for 
female and male teachers respectively were 11.20 and 15.07. 
The range among teachers was from 28.76 interactions per 
student for Male Teacher H to 2.83 interactions for Female 
Teacher B. 
Table 8 indicates that the largest numbers of 
interactions per single student was in the class of Male 
Teacher G. There were two students in his class who had 
from 66 to 70 interactions and one student who had from 
71 to 74. Of the 29 students who had no interactions, 
17 were in the classes of Male Teachers G, J, K, and L. 
Of the remaining 12 with no interactions, 11 were in the 
class of Female Teacher B and one was in the class of 
Female Teacher C. 
Length of Interactions. Table 9 shows that the 
average length of interactions for female teachers was 
7.29 seconds and the average length for male teachers was 
8.32 seconds. The range in length was from an average of 
14.57 seconds per interaction for Male Teacher G to 4.85 
seconds per interaction for Female Teacher B. 
The average total time in interaction per student is 
also shown in Table 9 and the averages for female and male 
teachers were 81.66 seconds and 125.40 seconds respectively. 
The range was from a high of 400.61 seconds for Male 
Teacher G to 13.72 seconds for Female Teacher B. 
74 
Chi Square Analysis. As Table 12 shows, the computed 
Chi Square score for the average total time per student for 
female and male teachers was 9.37. This was significant at 
the .05 level. 
Table 12 
Chi Square Analysis for Average Total 
Time in Interaction per Student 
Male Teachers Female Teachers Chi Squre 
Average Total 
Time 
per Student 
125.40 81.66 9.37* 
•Significant at .05 
Type of Interaction. As shown, Table 13 indicates 
that all teachers had a larger number of content interactions 
with their students than noncontent. Female teachers had 
1812 content interactions or 83% of their total interactions. 
Male teachers had 2089 content interactions or 85% of their 
total interactions. The range is indicated in the table by 
the data representing Male Teacher G and Female Teacher B. 
Male Teacher G had 702 content interactions or 98% of his 
total interactions. Female Teacher B had 86 content inter­
actions or 66% of her total interactions. 
When examining the average length of content 
interactions for both female and male teachers, female 
teachers were found to average 7.60 seconds and male teachers 
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Table 13 
Number, Percent, and Length of Content and Noncontent 
Interactions for Both Female and Male Teachers 
Content Interactions Noncontent Interactions 
Teacher Number 
Percent 
of 
Total 
Average 
Length 
(Seconds) Number 
Percent 
of 
Total 
Average 
Length 
(Seconds) 
A 256 86 6.23 43 14 5.16 
B 86 66 4.41 44 34 6.30 
o) C aj 306 79 5.27 
81 21 5.80 
rH 
CO n B D <1> 
561 92 9.13 46 8 6.59 
E 210 77 6.99 64 23 5.86 
F 393 80 9.17 105 20 5.73 
All Female 
Teachers 1812 83 7.60 383 17 5.81 
G 702 98 14.70 13 2 7.10 
H 646 90 5.87 73 10 4.64 
. 1 333 82 5.30 74 18 4.42 a) 
rH _ rt J 
S 
137 61 5.61 86 39 5.41 
K 115 68 5.87 53 32 4.36 
L 156 70 8.17 68 30 5.56 
All Male 
Teachers 2089 85 8.91 367 15 5.00 
All 
Teachers 3901 84 8.30 750 16 5.42 
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averaged 8.91 seconds. For noncontent interactions, female 
teachers were found to average 5.81 seconds and male 
teachers averaged 5.00 seconds. 
Chi Square Analysis. As Table 14 shows, the computed 
Chi Square score for the number of content and noncontent 
interactions for female and male teachers was 5.38. This 
was significant at .05 level. 
Table 14 
Chi Square Analysis for the Number of 
Content and Noncontent Interactions 
for Male and Female Teachers 
Teachers Content Noncontent Chi Square 
Female 1812 383 5.381* 
Male 2089 367 
•Significant at .05 
Question 3 - Is There a Relationship Between the Sex of the 
Student and the Number, Length, and Type of Student/Teacher 
Dyadic Interaction? 
Number of Interactions. Data in Table 15 show that for 
the 191 male students there was a total of 2798 interactions 
and for the 168 females there were 1853 interactions. The 
average number of interactions per male student was 14.65 
and the average for each of the female students was 11.03. 
The Chi Square Analysis scores were not significant. 
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Table 15 
Number and Length of Interactions 
for Male and Female Students 
Male Female 
Number of Students 191 168 
Number of Interactions 2798 1853 
Average Number per Student 14.65 11.03 
Average Length of 
Interaction (Seconds) 8.23 7.24 
Average Total Time per 
Student (Seconds) 120.55 79.88 
Length of Interaction. As also shown in Table 15 the 
average length of each interaction with male students was 
8.23 seconds and the average length with female students 
was 7.24 seconds. The average total time per male student 
was 120.45 seconds and the average total time per female 
student was 79.88 seconds. 
Chi Square Analysis. The computed Chi Square Analysis 
score for the average total time for male and female students 
was 8.18 and was significant at the .05 level. This is 
shown in Table 16. 
Type of Interaction. From data gathered in this study, 
and as shown in Table 17, there was little difference between 
the type of interactions teachers had with male and female 
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Table 16 
Chi Square Analysis for Average Total Interaction 
Time (Seconds) for Each Male 
and Female Student 
Male Female Chi Square 
Average Total Time per Student 
in Seconds 120.55 79.88 8.18* 
*Significant at .05 
Table 17 
Number, Percent, and Length of Content and 
Noncontent Interactions for 
Male and Female Students 
Average 
Total Time 
Average Number Percent of per Student 
per Student Total Interactions in Seconds 
Content Noncontent Content Noncontent Content Noncontent 
Male 12.65 1.99 86.40 13.60 110.29 10.26 
Female 8.83 2.20 80.00 20.00 67.37 12.51 
students. The male student averaged 12.65 content inter­
actions or 86.4% of his total interactions while the female 
averaged 8,83 or 80% of the total. The male student 
averaged 1.99 noncontent interactions, and the female student 
averaged 2.20. The average total time in each type of 
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interaction for male students was 110.29 seconds in content 
interactions and 10.26 seconds in noncontent interactions. 
The average number of seconds for female students was 67.37 
in content interactions and 12.51 in noncontent interactions. 
The computed Chi Square scores were not significant. 
Question 4 - Is There a Relationship Between the Sex of the 
Teacher and the Sex of the Student in the Number, Length, 
and Type of Dyadic Interaction? 
Number of Interactions. Data in Table 18 show that 
male teachers had a larger number of interactions with male 
students and female teachers had more interactions with 
female students. The average number of interactions that 
male teachers had with each male student was 17.73 while 
the same teachers had 7.15 interactions with each female 
student. The female teachers averaged 9.20 interactions 
with male students and 12.28 with female students. The 
computed Chi Square score was not significant. 
Table 18 
Number and Length of Interactions for Male and 
Female Students with Male and 
Female Teachers 
Number of 
Interactions 
Students 
Male Female 
Average Length 
of Interactions 
(Seconds) 
Students 
Male Female 
Average Total Time 
per Student 
(Seconds) 
Students 
Male Female 
Male 
Teachers 
Female 
Teachers 
17.73 7.15 
9.20 12.28 
8 . 6 0  
6.95 
6.25 
7.43 
152.55 
63.98 
44.63 
91.26 
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Length of Interactions. The average length of the 
interactions male teachers had with male students was 8.60 
seconds and the average with female students was 6.25 
seconds. The average length of interactions for female 
teachers with male and female students were 6.95 seconds and 
7.43 seconds respectively. The computed Chi Square score 
was not significant. 
The average total time the male teachers spent with 
each male student was 152.55 seconds and the average total 
time with each female student was 44.63 seconds. The 
average total times for female teachers with male and 
female students were 6 3.98 seconds and 91.26 seconds 
respectively. 
Chi Square Analysis. The computed Chi Square score 
for the average total time male and female teachers had with 
male and female students was 34.237 and is shown in Table 19. 
The score was significant at .05. 
Table 19 
Chi Square Analysis for Average Total Time 
(Seconds) in Interactions of Male and 
Female Students with Male and 
Female Teachers 
Students 
Teachers Male Female Chi Square 
Male 152.55 44.63 34.237* 
Female 63.98 91.26 
*Significant at .05 
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Type of Interaction. Table 20 shows the average number 
of content and noncontent interactions male and female 
teachers had with male and female students. The male teachers 
had an average of 15.63 content interactions and 2.10 non-
content interactions with male students and 4.44 content 
interactions and 2.71 noncontent interactions with female 
students. The female teachers had an average of 7.39 content 
interactions and 1.81 noncontent interactions with male 
students and 10.25 content interactions and 2.03 noncontent 
interactions with female students. The computed Chi Square 
scores were not significant. 
Table 20 
Average Number of Content and Noncontent 
Interactions by Male and Female 
Teachers with Male and 
Female Students 
Students 
Male Female 
Teachers Content Noncontent Content Noncontent 
Male 15.63 2.10 4.44 2.71 
Female 7.39 1.81 10.25 2.03 
The average total times in content and noncontent 
interactions that male and female teachers had with male 
and female students are shown in Table 21. The male 
teachers' average total time in content interactions with 
male students was 142.57 seconds and the time in noncontent 
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Table 21 
Chi Square Analysis for Average Total Time (Seconds) in 
Content and Noncontent Interactions by Male 
and Female Teachers with Male 
and Female Students 
Students 
Male Female 
Teachers Content Noncontent Content Noncontent Chi Square 
Male 142.57 9.98 29.56 5.57 63.37* 
Female 53.23 10.75 79.57 11.68 
*Significant at .05 
interactions was 9.98 seconds. The average total times in 
content and noncontent interactions with female students were 
29.56 seconds and 5.57 seconds. The female teachers' 
average total time in content interactions with male students 
was 53.23 seconds and the time in noncontent interactions 
was 10.75 seconds. The average total time for these teachers 
with female students was 79.57 seconds in content interactions 
and 11.68 seconds in noncontent interactions. 
Chi Square Analysis. The Chi Square score for the 
average total time in content and noncontent interactions 
with male and female students by male and female teachers 
is also shown in Table 21. The score was significant at .05. 
Question 5 - Is There a Relationship Between the Teacher's 
Perception of the Student's Skill Level and the Number, 
Length, and Type of Dyadic Student/Teacher Interaction? 
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Number of Interactions. The data in Table 22 show that 
the 103 students perceived by their teachers to be highly 
skilled received 1607 interactions. In other words, 29% of 
the students received 34.56% of the total interactions. The 
179 students perceived by their teachers to be average 
skilled received 2400 interactions, or 50% of the students 
received 51.60% of the interactions. There were 77 students 
in the perceived low skill group who received 644 interactions 
or 21% of the students received 13.85% of the total inter­
actions. The average number of interactions per student in 
the high, average, and low skill groups were 15.60, 13.36, 
and 8.36 interactions respectively. 
Table 22 
Number of Interactions for Students of 
Different Perceived Skill Levels 
Perceived Skill Level 
High Average Low 
Number of Students 103 179 77 
Number of Interactions 1607 24 00 644 
Percent of Students 29.00 50.00 21.00 
Percent of Interactions 34.56 51.60 13.85 
Average Number of 
Interactions per Student 15.60 13.36 8.36 
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Chi Square Analysis. Table 23 shows that the computed 
Chi Square score for the number of interactions for students 
of perceived high, average, and low skill level was 164.91 
and was significant at the .05 level. The Chi Square score 
for the number of interactions per student of perceived 
high, average, and low skill levels was not significant. 
Table 23 
Chi Square Analysis for the Number of 
Interactions for Students of 
Perceived High, Average, 
and Low Skill Levels 
Perceived Skill Level 
High Average Low Chi Square 
Number of 
Interactions 1607 2400 644 164.91* 
•Significant at .05 
Number of Interactions for Individual Teachers. Data 
in Table 24 show the range of differences in interactions 
among teachers with the students of perceived high, average, 
and low skill levels. For example, Female Teacher A 
averaged 4.12 interactions with each student of the perceived 
high skill group and 12.00 interactions with students of the 
perceived low skill group. Male Teacher G averaged 47.00 
interactions with each student in the high skill group and 
5.67 interactions with each student in the low skill group. 
Teacher A was the only one of the twelve teachers who had 
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Table 24 
Average Number of Interactions per Student of Perceived 
High, Average, and Low Skill Levels 
Perceived Skill Level 
Teachers High Average Low 
A 4.12 9.44 12.00 
F
e
m
a
l
e
 s
 
o
 
o
 
w
 
3.31 
13.82 
27.50 
2.88 
14.10 
19.50 
2.21 
10.44 
11.33 
E 9.80 13.64 6.80 
F 17.56 16.75 8.00 
All Female 
Teachers 11.30 12.80 7.70 
G 47.00 28.50 5.67 
H 
in 
0) T 
•H X 
nj 
* J 
46.50 24.80 26.83 
30.00 
10.25 
19.55 
6.08 
14.00 
4.20 
K 5.60 3.19 3.22 
L 22.00 9.25 4.50 
All Male 
Teachers 21.61 14.01 9.24 
All Teachers 15.60 13.36 8.36 
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more interactions with the perceived low skill group than with 
the high skill group. Male Teachers H and K had a larger 
number of interactions with the perceived low skilled students 
than with the perceived average skilled students. Nine of the 
12 teachers had more interactions with the perceived high skill 
student than with either average or low skill level student. 
Length of Interactions. Data in Table 25 indicate the 
average length of the interactions for students of different 
perceived skill levels. The average length per interaction 
for all teachers for the perceived high, average, and low 
skill level students was 8.34 seconds, 7.7 3 seconds, and 
6.86 seconds respectively. The Chi Square score for the 
average length of interactions was not significant. 
Female Teachers C, D, and E and Male Teacher G had 
longer interactions with students of perceived high skill 
than with students of average or low skill levels. Female 
Teachers A, B, and F and Male Teachers H, I, K, and L had 
longer interactions with the low skilled than with the 
average or high skilled student. Teacher J had longer 
interactions with the averaged skill students than with 
the high or low skilled. 
The average total amounts of interaction time per 
student, as shown in Table 26, were 130.16 seconds for the 
perceived high skill level student, 103.71 seconds for the 
average skill level student, and 54.40 seconds for the low 
skill level student. In classes of nine of the teachers, 
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Table 25 
Average Length of Interactions per Students of 
Perceived High, Average, and Low 
Skill Level (Seconds) 
Perceived Skill Level 
Teachers High Average Low 
A 5.82 5.89 6.50 
B 4.60 4.24 6.19 
F
e
m
a
l
e
s
 
w
o
o
 
5.63 
9.93 
10.10 
5.54 
7.32 
5.89 
4.77 
8.21 
6.53 
F 8.53 8.05 11.56 
All Female 
Teachers 7.78 7.16 6.62 
G 16.60 13.32 12.35 
H 5.16 5.62 6.75 
tn I 0) 4.82 5.30 5.43 
rH 
<G -r 
s J 
5.34 6.23 4.00 
K 4.77 4.71 6.72 
L 6.39 8.76 9.00 
All Male 
Teachers 8.75 8.29 7.13 
All Teachers 8.34 7.73 6.86 
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Table : 26 
Average 
of 
Total Time of Interaction 
Perceived High, Average, 
Skill Level (Seconds) 
per Student 
and Low 
Perceived Skill Level 
Teachers High Average Low 
A 24.00 55.67 78.00 
B 15.25 12.19 13.71 
F
e
m
a
l
e
s
 
C 
D 
77.73 
273.00 
78.10 
171.55 
49.78 
76.33 
F
e
m
a
l
e
s
 
E 99.00 80.36 44.40 
F 149.81 134.00 100.50 
All Female 
Teachers 87.92 91.64 51.02 
G 780.33 397.57 70.00 
H 240.00 139.33 181.00 
U1 
I 144.60 103.64 181.00 
<D 
i—1 
rd 
s 
J 
K 
54.75 
26.70 
37.85 
17.31 
16.80 
21.67 
L 140.50 81.00 40.50 
All Male 
Teachers 189.12 116.48 65.91 
All Teachers 130.16 103.71 57.40 
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Female Teachers B, D, E, and P and Male Teachers G, H, J, 
K, and L, the high skilled group received more of the 
teachers' time. Both Female Teacher A and Male Teacher I 
spent more time with the perceived low skilled student and 
Female Teacher C spent more time with the average skilled 
student. 
Chi Square Analysis. As shown in Table 27, the 
computed Chi Square score for the average total time per 
student of different perceived skill levels was 27.30. It 
was significant at the .05 level. 
Table 27 
Chi Square Analysis for Average Total 
Interaction Time (Seconds) per 
Student of Perceived High, 
Average, and Low Skill 
Levels 
Perceived Skill Level 
High Average Low Chi Square 
Average Total Time 
per Student 
(Seconds) 130.16 103.71 57.40 27.30* 
•Significant at .05 
Type of Interaction. Data in Table 28 show how teachers 
differed in the types of interactions they had with students 
of different perceived skill levels. It is shown that for 
all teachers there were more noncontent interactions, 3.17, 
with the high skill students, than there were with the 
average and low skilled students, 1.82 and 1.24 respectively. 
Table 28 
Number of Content and Noncontent Interactions per Student of Perceived 
High, Average, and Low Skill Levels 
Perceived Skill Level 
High Average Low 
Teachers Content Noncontent Content Noncontent Content Noncontent 
A 3.88 0.25 8.05 1.38 10.00 2.00 
n B 2.56 0.75 1.81 1.06 1.14 
1.04 
a) 
ro u 11.27 2.55 11.00 3.10 8.00 2.44 
<1) 
fa D 25.00 2.50 17.95 1.55 11.00 0.33 
E 6.80 3.00 10.50 3.14 5.80 1.00 
F 13.25 4.31 14.08 2.67 6.00 2.00 . 
All Female 
Teachers 9.03 2.27 10.81 1.99 6.25 1.45 
G 46.33 0.67 28.07 0.43 5.17 0.50 
H 36.25 10.25 23.00 1.80 26.00 0.83 
W T <D 1 24.00 6.00 16.09 3.45 12.00 2.00 
2 J 6.83 3.42 3.31 2.76 2.40 1.80 
K 2.90 2.70 2.38 0.81 2.67 0.56 
L 14.00 8.00 7.25 2.00 3.50 1.00 
All Male 
Teachers 17.16 4.44 12.39 1.66 8.27 0.97 
Ali Teachers 12.43 3.17 li. 58 1.82 1 . 1 2  1.2b 
10 o 
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There were more content interactions, 12.43, with the 
perceived high skill students than with the average and 
low skill students, 11.54 and 7.12 respectively. The Chi 
Square score was not significant. 
The average length of content interactions for teachers 
with students of different perceived skill levels is shown 
in Table 29. It is shown that the content interactions 
with the perceived high, average, and low skilled students 
were 9.23 seconds, 8.04 seconds, and 7.13 seconds 
respectively. The average length of the noncontent inter­
actions with the same groups of students were 4.88 seconds, 
5.97 seconds, and 5.35 seconds. The Chi Square score was 
not significant. 
Question 6 - Is There a Relationship Between the Sex of the 
Teacher and the Teacher-perceived Skill Level of the Student 
in the Number, Length, and Type of Student/Teacher Dyadic 
Interaction? 
Number of Interactions. The data in Table 24 show that 
the average number of interactions per student that female 
teachers had with students of different skill levels were 
11.30 interactions with the perceived high skill student, 
12.80 interactions with the perceived average skill student, 
and 7.70 interactions with the perceived low skilled 
student. The male teachers averaged 21.61 interactions with 
the perceived high skilled student and 14.01 and 9.24 inter­
actions with the perceived average and low skilled student. 
The Chi Square score was not significant-
Table 29 
Average Length of Consent and Noncontent Interactions with Students of 
Perceived High, Average, and Low Skill Levels(Seconds) 
Perceived Skill Level 
High Average Low 
Teachers Content Noncontent Content Noncontent Content Noncontent 
A 6.0C 3.00 5.93 5.38 6.78 5.06 
B 
05 
® C 
ra 
4.63 4.50 3.72 5.12 5.06 7.40 
5.98 4.07 4.92 7.74 4.58 5.36 
e 
a d 
b. 10.44 4.80 8.92 9.35 8.36 3.00 
E 11.29 7.40 6.00 5.52 6.93 4.20 
F 9.47 5.65 8.47 5.50 13.75 9.00 
All Female 
Teachers 8.40 5.32 7.40 6.18 6.81 5.83 
G 16.79 3.75 13.34 12.00 13.36 3.00 
H 5.40 4.32 5.65 5.22 6.83 4.20 
0) I 
Ql 
5.00 4.10 5.42 4.74 5.67 4.00 
r-i 
ra J 
S 
5.89 4.24 5.65 6.92 3.50 4.67 
K 5.28 4.22 5.66 4.71 7.38 3.60 
L 6.82 5.63 9.78 5.06 9.64 6.75 
All Male 
Teachers 9.84 4.57 8.64 5,71 7.45 4.41 
All Teachers 9.23 4.88 8.04 5.97 7.13 5.35 
vo 
to 
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Length of Interaction. The average length of the 
interactions male and female teachers had with students of 
different perceived skill levels are shown in Table 25. 
Female teachers averaged 7.78 seconds with the perceived 
high skilled student in each interaction, 7.16 seconds with 
the perceived average skilled, and 6.62 seconds with the 
perceived low skilled student. The male teachers averaged 
8.75 seconds, 8.29 seconds, and 7.13 seconds in each 
interaction with the perceived high, average, and low 
skilled student respectively. The Chi Square score was not 
significant. 
Table 26 includes the data related to the average 
total time in interaction female and male teachers had with 
the students of different perceived skill levels. Female 
teachers averaged 87.92 seconds of total interaction time 
with students of perceived high skill and 91.64 seconds and 
51.02 seconds with the perceived average and low skilled 
students respectively. Male teachers interacted 189.12 
seconds, 116.48 seconds, and 65.91 seconds with the 
perceived high, average, and low skilled students respectively. 
Chi Square Analysis. As shown in Table 30, the computed 
Chi Square score for the average total time per student of 
different perceived skill levels by male and female teachers 
was 9.35. The score was significant at the .05 level. 
Type of Interaction. The number of content and 
noncontent interactions between students of different skill 
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Table 30 
Chi Square Analysis for Average Total Time 
(Seconds) with Each Student of Perceived 
High, Average, and Low Skill Level 
by Male and Female Teachers 
Perceived Skill Level 
Teachers High Average Low Chi Square 
Male 189.12 116.48 65.91 9.35* 
Female 87.92 91.64 51.02 
•Significant at .05 
levels and male and female teachers is shown in Table 28. 
Female teachers averaged less in each skill level in content 
interactions than did male teachers. The average number of 
interactions for female teachers were 9.03 content inter­
actions with the perceived high skilled student, 10.81 
content interactions with the average skilled student, and 
-6.25 content interactions with the low skilled student while 
the same averages for male teachers were 17.16, 12.39, and 
8.27 respectively. The average number of noncontent inter­
actions female teachers had with students of different skill 
levels were 2.27, 1.99, and 1.45 interactions for the 
perceived high, average, and low skilled students respectively 
while the same averages for the male teachers were 4.44, 
1.66, and 0.97 interactions. The Chi Square score was not 
significant. 
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The average length of content and noncontent interactions 
between students of different skill levels and male and 
female teachers is shown in Table 29. The content inter­
actions between male teachers and students of all skill 
levels were longer than the content interactions between 
female teachers and the students. The average lengths of 
content interactions for female teachers were 8.40 seconds 
with the students of perceived high skill, 7.40 seconds with 
the perceived average skill, and 6.81 seconds with the 
perceived low skilled. The same averages for male teachers 
were 9.84 seconds, 8.64 seconds, and 7.45 seconds respectively. 
The average length of noncontent interaction female teachers 
had with different skill levels were 5.32 seconds, 6.18 
seconds, and 5.83 seconds for the perceived high, average, 
and low skilled students. The averages for the male teachers 
with the high, average, and low skill levels were 4.57 seconds, 
5.71 seconds, and 4.41 seconds. The Chi Square score was 
not significant. 
Question 7 - Is There a Relationship Between the Student's 
Sex and the Teachers' Perception of the Student's Skill 
Level in Number, Length, and Type of Student/Teacher Dyadic 
Interaction? 
Number of Interactions. Data in Table 31 show that the 
perceived high skilled male student averaged 17.95 interactions, 
the average skilled male student averaged 13.84 interactions, 
and the low skilled male student averaged 10.96 interactions. 
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The perceived high skilled female student averaged 12.58 
interactions, the average skilled female student averaged 
12.81 interactions, and the low skilled student averaged 
6.79 interactions. The Chi Square score was not significant. 
Table 31 
The Average Number of Interactions per Student 
According to the Student's Sex and 
Perceived Skill Level 
Perceived Skill Level 
Student Hiqh Average Low 
Male 17.95 13.84 10.96 
Female 12.58 12.81 6.79 
Length of Interactions. The average length of 
interactions varied little according to male and female 
students of different skill levels. These data are shown 
in Table 32. The average length of interactions for the 
high skilled male student was 6.74 seconds, the average 
length for the average skilled male student was 8.05 seconds, 
and for the low skilled male student was 6.80 seconds. The 
average lengths of interactions for the female students of 
perceived high, average, and low skill were 7.30 seconds, 
7.32 seconds, and 6.92 seconds respectively. The Chi Square 
score was not significant. 
The average total time in interactions for students of 
different perceived skill levels is shown in Table 33. The 
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Table 32 
The Average Length of Interactions per Student 
According to the Student's Sex and 
Perceived Skill Level (Seconds) 
Perceived Skill Level 
Students High Average Low 
Male 6.74 8.05 6.80 
Female 7.30 7.32 6.92 
average total time for the male students who were perceived 
as high, average, and low skill were 159.88 seconds, 111.43 
seconds, and 74.62 seconds. The same averages for female 
students were 91.87 seconds, 93.73 seconds and 47.00 seconds. 
The Chi Square score was not significant. 
Table 33 
The Average Total Time in Interaction per Student 
According to the Student's Sex and Perceived 
Skill Level (Seconds) 
Perceived Skill Level 
Students High Average Low 
Male 159.88 111.43 74.62 
Female 91.87 93.73 47.00 
Type of Interaction. The data in Table 34 reveal that 
the content and noncontent interactions varied among male 
and female students of different perceived skill levels. 
The male student perceived as high skilled had 19.07 content 
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interactions and 4.06 noncontent interactions, the male 
perceived as average skilled had 17.07 content and 2.12 
noncontent interactions, and the perceived low skill male 
student had 5.55 content and .17 noncontent interactions. 
The female students in the perceived high skilled group 
had 7.40 content interactions and 2.53 noncontent inter­
action. The perceived average skilled female student had 
8.36 content interaction and 1.41 noncontent interactions 
while the perceived low skilled female student had 9.41 
content interactions and 2.37 noncontent interactions. 
The Chi Square score was not significant. 
Table 34 
Average Number of Content and Noncontent Interactions 
per Student According to the Student's Sex 
and Perceived Skill Level 
Perceived Skill Levels 
High Average Low 
Students Content Noncontent Content Noncontent Content Noncontent 
Male 19.07 4.06 17.07 2.12 5.55 .17 
Female 7.40 2.53 8.36 1.41 9.41 2.37 
Question 8 - Is There a Difference Between the Number, Length, 
and Type of Interaction the Teacher Has With Athletes and 
Nonathletes? 
Number of Interactions. The data related to the number 
of interactions for athletes and nonathletes are found in 
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Table 36. The 78 athletes which compose 21.7% of the 
students in the classes had 1697 interactions, or 36.5% of 
the total interactions. The other 281 students, making up 
78.3% of the students in the classes, had 2954 or 63.5% of 
the total interactions. Athletes had an average of 21.76 
interactions with the teacher while nonathletes averaged 
only 10.51 interactions per student. 
Table 35 
Chi Square Analysis for the Number of 
Interactions for Athletes and 
Nonathletes 
Athletes Nonathletes Chi Square 
Average Number of 
Interactions 21.76 10.51 6 .44* 
•Significant at .05 
Chi Square Analysis. Table 35 shows that the computed 
Chi Square score for the number of interactions for athletes 
and nonathletes was 6.44. This score was significant at the 
.05 level. 
Length of Interactions. The average length of the 
interactions and the average total time in interaction per 
athlete and nonathlete are also shown in Table 36. The 
average length of interaction for athletes was 8.25 seconds 
and for nonathletes the average length was 7.60 seconds. 
The Chi Square score was not significant. 
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Table 36 
Number and Length of Interactions with 
Athletes and Nonathletes 
Athletes Nonathletes 
Number of Students 78 281 
Percent of Students 21. 70 78. 30 
Number of Interactions 1697 2954 
Percent of Interactions 36. 50 63. 50 
Average Number of Interactions 21. 76 10. 51 
Average Length of Interactions 
per Student (Seconds) 8. 25 7. 60 
Average Total Time in Inter­
action per Student (Seconds) 179. 59 79. 85 
The total length of time in interaction with each 
athlete was 179.59 seconds. The average total time for 
nonathletes was 79.85 seconds. 
Chi Square Analysis. The computed Chi Square score for 
the average total length of interactions for athletes and 
nonathletes is shown in Table 37. The score was 64.66 and 
was significant at .05. 
Type of Interaction. The data in Table 38 show that 
athletes had 17.92 content interactions and 3.83 noncontent 
interactions. The nonathlete had 8.91 content interactions 
and 1.60 noncontent interactions. The Chi Square score was 
not significant. 
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Table 37 
Chi Square Analysis for Average Total Interaction 
Time per Athlete and Nonathlete 
Athletes Nonathletes Chi Square 
Average Total 
Interaction Time 
(Seconds) 179.59 79.85 64.66* 
•Significant at .05 
Table 38 
Average Number of Content and Noncontent Interactions 
with Athletes and Nonathletes 
Type of Interaction 
Students Content Noncontent 
Athlete 17.92 3.83 
Nonathlete 8.91 1.60 
The data in Table 39 show the average total time per 
athlete and per nonathlete student. The athletes averaged 
159.97 seconds in content and 19.61 seconds in noncontent 
interactions. The nonathletes averaged 70.84 seconds in 
total time in content interactions and 9.01 seconds in 
noncontent interactions. The Chi Square score was not 
significant. 
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Table 39 
Total Time of Content and Noncontent Interactions 
per Student for Athletes and Nonathletes 
(Seconds) 
Type of Interaction 
Students Content Noncontent 
Athletes 159.97 19.61 
Nonathletes 70.84 9.01 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to describe the dyadic 
student/teacher interactions in classes of twelve selected 
physical education teachers in terms of the number, length, 
and type of interactions. This discussion is divided into 
two parts. Part I focuses on the number and length of 
interactions for all teachers and all classes. Part II is 
a discussion of specific student/teacher characteristics as 
they relate to the number, length and type of dyadic inter­
actions. The discussion concludes with a summary of the 
findings. 
Number and Length of Dyadic Interactions 
The data have provided evidence that teachers have more 
and longer interactions with some students than with others. 
The wide range in the number of interactions per student is 
one indication of this inequality. 
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The range in the number of interactions per student in 
the 60 classes observed in this study was from 0 to 74. In 
actuality, of the 359 students in the 12 classes, 207 had 
10 or less interactions with the teacher while 152 students 
had more than 10 interactions. Seventy-seven students had 
more than 20. Considering the fact that the average number 
of interactions per student was 12.95 interactions, those 
who had considerably more or less interactions were treated 
differently in the class. In other studies similar results 
were evident. For example, in studies of elementary 
children in classroom situations,Jackson and Lahaderne (1967) 
and Garner and Bing (1973) reported overall ranges of from 
5 to 120 and from 0 to 31 interactions respectively. Their 
recorded interactions were only verbal and since the inter­
actions in this study were both verbal and nonverbal, direct 
comparisons are difficult. Oien (1979) reported a range 
from 0 to 97 interactions from three observations in 10 
seventh, eighth, and ninth grade physical education classes. 
Other studies do not report range but it seems evident that 
inequalities do exist in the number of contacts students 
have with the teacher. 
A comparison of average lengths of interactions and 
average total times in interactions per student provides 
other indications of inequalities in interactions among 
students. Lengths of interactions in this study ranged 
from 0 to 32 seconds and the average length was 7.84 seconds. 
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Using the eight-second average as an arbitrary dividing 
point, it was found that 284 students had interactions of 
less than 8 seconds and 75 students had interactions of more 
than 8 seconds. It should be noted that the interactions 
were extremely short; the longest was only 32 seconds or 
about a half minute and the average was only .13 of a minute. 
This observation may cause one to question the possible 
impact teachers could have on students when their times 
together are so short. This interaction time included only 
individualized attention and not general content information 
which was given to the whole class or to groups of students. 
The evidence of inequalities is compounded when the 
average total time the teacher had with each student over 
five class periods is observed. This is probably what the 
student recognizes as attention time rather than the specific 
number and length. The range in the average total time per 
student was from 0 to 1400 seconds. The average total time 
for all students was 101.52 seconds or about one and two-
thirds minutes. There were a few students, 107, who spent 
more than the average 101.52 seconds with the teacher in 
interaction. It should be pointed out here that there were 
29 students of the 359 students observed who had no inter­
actions at all with the teacher so the aforementioned lengths 
and numbers were spread among the remaining 330 students. 
The 1400 seconds or 23 minutes spent with two students allows 
for potential differences in teacher influence when compared 
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with the 29 students who had no individualized time with 
the teacher. 
The cause of the inequalities cannot be determined 
from the data gathered in this study. Perhaps the 
inequalities are the result of the teacher being reactive 
to certain social structures within the class (Schlechty, 
1976), or to characteristics of students in the class. 
Allard in 1979, and Adams and Biddle (1964) and Brophy and 
Good (1964) before him, wrote about the value of studying 
teacher interactions with specific students or groups of 
students as opposed to looking at interactions with the 
whole class. This kind of study allows one to look at 
certain presage variables or specific student characteristics 
as they relate to interactions. 
Based on this and other studies, the unequal 
distribution can be accepted as a fact, but this fact alone 
is without great value to the researcher or the reader unless 
there is some attempt to describe some of the students in the 
unequal distribution. The characteristics of students of 
particular concern in this study are: sex of the student, 
perceived skill ability, and status of the student as an 
athlete or nonathlete. The sex of the teacher is also 
discussed as it related to interactions. 
Characteristics of Students and Teachers 
Sex of the Student. From the data related to the sex 
of the student and the number, length, and type of interactions, 
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it can be said that male and female students received about 
the same number and kinds of interactions. The major 
difference was in the total amount of time the teacher spent 
with each student. The teachers averaged more total inter­
action time with each male student than with each female 
student. Jackson and Lahaderne (1967) and Cherry (1975) did 
not consider total time in interaction but rather the number 
of interactions. They found that boys had more interactions 
with the teacher than did girls. Oien (1979) also found 
that boys received more total interactions than girls, and, 
that in some classes, boys received more behaviors 
associated with praise, questioning, lecturing, directing, 
criticizing, and justifying authority than did girls. 
Appleford (1976), in a study of elementary students 
in the classroom setting, found that girls received more 
instructional interactions than boys. His use of 
"instructional" as a type of interaction is comparable to 
the use of "content" in this study and the findings in the 
two studies differ. The data in this study show that only 
80% of the interactions the female students had were content 
related interactions while 86.7% of the male students' 
interactions were content. 
In these examples it can be seen that differences 
appear to be in subject matter—physical education as 
compared to the classroom situation, or in the grade 
differences—elementary school as compared to junior high 
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and high school. It also appears that overall the male 
students have more interaction time with the teacher in all 
subjects and at all levels. 
Perceived Skill Level of the Student. The data related 
to the perceived skill ability of the student provides 
evidence that teachers interact differently with students 
whom they perceive as being of different skill levels. 
Although it was not true for all teachers, when the data 
gathered from all twelve teachers in the study were analyzed, 
it was the perceived high skilled student vjho seemed to get 
more attention. These students had more interactions with 
the teacher and the interactions were longer than for the 
perceived average or low skilled student. In addition the 
average skilled student had more and longer interactions 
with the teacher than the low skilled student. It made no 
difference in this study if the students of different 
perceived skill ability were males or females—the perceived 
skill level made the difference, not the sex of the student. 
These findings are not so surprising when they are 
compared with other findings in the literature. In general, 
it appears that the student classified as "high" or "low" 
in anything always gets more attention or opportunities than 
the "middle" or "average" group. Martinek and Johnson (1979) 
found that the student perceived as being high in physical 
ability received more encouragement and questions than other 
students. Oien (1979) reported that both the students of 
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perceived high skill performance and the students of 
perceived low skill performance received more of the 
teachers' attention than did the average group. Crowe (1978) 
used the term "high achievers" and found that they were given 
more opportunities to respond, were asked more questions, 
were treated more warmly, and received more attention. The 
"high achievers" were named by their teachers according to 
the teachers' evaluations of their physical achievement or 
skill potential. Garner and Bing's study (1973) in the 
elementary classroom points to the same findings for high 
and low achievers. In each of these studies, as in this 
study under discussion, it was the teacher's perception that 
grouped the students. 
Athlete-Nonathlete. Concerning the last student 
characteristic, athlete or nonathlete, the data for this 
study showed that the student who was identified as an 
athlete had more interactions of greater length than did 
the student who was not identified as an athlete. In terms 
of number, the student had almost twice as many interactions 
with the teacher as did the nonathlete. The athlete also 
had more of both content and noncontent interactions than 
did the nonathlete but as the statistical analysis revealed, 
the variance was not significant. 
It is apparent from the literature that little is known 
about the relationship of student athlete to the number, 
length, or type of interactions. There is nothing to which 
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the results of this study can be compared. From these 
results it might be suggested that "athlete" is synonamous 
with "high skilled," but in this study all of the athletes 
were not among the perceived high skill students, nor were 
all of the high skill students identified as athletes. Many 
of the athletes were perceived by their teachers as only 
average skilled. Furthermore, in this study it was not 
known whether the athletes were coached by those teachers 
who taught them physical education. 
Before drawing conclusions about the characteristics 
of students, the data related to the sex of the teacher 
should be considered. It is possible that it may make a 
difference whether the student is in the class of a male 
or female teacher in determining the amount and kinds of 
interactions the student has. 
Sex of the Teacher. As reported in the statistical 
analysis, there was little relationship between the fact 
that the teacher was a male or a female and the number of 
interactions the teachers had with students. Male teachers 
interacted slightly more often than female teachers. Male 
teachers averaged 2.63 interactions per minute while female 
teachers averaged 1.83 per minute. Nygaard (1975) in a 
study of physical education teachers and Dunkin and Biddle 
(1974) in a study of social studies classes, also reported 
that male teachers talked more than female teachers. 
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Most studies to date reported differences in the number 
of interactions only. This study, in addition to the number 
of interactions, examined the total time in interaction per 
student and the data revealed that male teachers averaged 
more total time in interaction with each student than did 
female teachers. In fact, both the male and female teachers 
who had more interactions also had longer interactions. This 
kind of information could lead one to believe that regardless 
of the student characteristics, those students whose 
characteristics seem to attract attention would get more 
interaction time no matter the extent to which the teacher 
talks. This would question the concept that students control 
the class by being what they are and by their class behavior. 
It is noted here that among specific teachers, the 
variations in interactions were great in both number, length, 
and type. For example, Female Teacher B was the teacher 
noted most often to have less and shorter interactions than 
other teachers. Male Teachers G and H, on the other hand, 
were teachers who interacted with students more and longer. 
These two male teachers were teaching wrestling units which 
might account for the high number of interactions, but 
Female Teacher A was also teaching wrestling and her inter­
actions were fewer and shorter. 
To help interpret the data that relate to the number 
of interactions within specific teachers' classes, two other 
factors should be considered: (a) the number of students in 
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the classes and (b) total class time. Both of these varied 
among the classes. 
The number of students in the class ranged from 18 to 
46. One might conclude that this factor alone could account 
for the variation of interactions in the classes. To determine 
the influence of this factor the Spearman Rho Rank Difference 
Correlation was computed. The score of .35 indicated that 
there was little correlation between the number of students 
in the class and the number of interactions. 
The total class time was determined to be even less of 
a factor. The correlation score was -.02 and indicates no 
relationship between the total class time and the number of 
interactions. 
Relating teacher sex to the type of interactions, the 
statistical analysis showed that when the total number of 
content and noncontent interactions was analyzed there was 
found a significant relationship between the number of 
interactions and the sex of the teacher. The male teachers 
had more content interactions and fewer noncontent than did 
female teachers. This finding supports those of Dunkin and 
Biddle (1974) who found that male teachers spent more time 
giving content information than did female teachers, but 
less time on procedural matters. The noncontent interactions 
in this study, however, cannot be classified as solely 
procedural and it is with reservation that results from 
studies in the two different subject matters are being 
compared. 
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As far as the amount of interaction time the male or 
female student had with male or female teachers, it would 
appear from this study that it did make a difference if the 
teacher was male or female. The male teachers spent 
significantly more time with male students and the female 
teachers spent more time with female students. In addition 
to the amount of time that is different, this study also 
showed that the male teachers' interactions with male students 
were more about content than the interactions with female 
students were. The same thing was true for female teachers 
with female students. The teachers in the study had taught 
from one year to 21 years and all had had at least three 
years of teaching coed classes. The teacher's experience 
could have been the factor in the difference but, on the 
other hand, perhaps teachers can just relate to students 
of their own sex better than to students of the opposite sex. 
The male teachers in this study spent much more time 
with the student perceived by them to be highly skilled than 
they did with the perceived average or low skilled student. 
The female teachers spent more time with the perceived 
average skilled student but the difference in this and the 
interactions with the other skill levels was only slight 
with female teachers. The perceived low skilled student 
received the least amount of attention from teachers of 
both sexes. Contributing factors to these differences are 
not discussed in the literature. A possible explanation of 
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this finding might be the fact that all six of the male 
teachers coached and therefore work more with students who 
are generally higher skilled than the general student. Two 
of the female teachers were not coaches and had never coached. 
This is pure speculation, however, because no data were 
gathered to investigate this question. 
Summary of the Results. 
1. Question 1: Do teachers have more and longer dyadic 
interactions with some students than they have with others? 
Teachers had more and longer interactions with some students 
than they had with others. All teachers, considered both 
individually and collectively, interacted differently with 
different students. 
2. Question 2; Is there a relationship between the 
sex of the teacher and the number, length, and type of student/ 
teacher dyadic interaction? There was no evidence t6 support 
that the number and average length of the dyadic interactions 
of male teachers and female teachers differ. The total 
amount of time in interaction per student differed, however, 
in that the male teachers' total times were significantly 
longer than that of female teachers. The content and 
noncontent interactions of the male and female teachers also 
differed in that the male teachers had significantly more 
content interactions and fewer noncontent interactions than 
the female. 
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3. Question 3; Is there a relationship between the 
sex of the student and the number, length, and type of 
student/teacher dyadic interaction? There was no relation­
ship in the number and average length of interactions the 
teacher had with male and female students. The male students' 
total times in interactions with the teacher were significantly 
longer than that of the female student. There was no relation­
ship in the type of interaction teachers had with male and 
female students. 
4. Question 4: Is there a relationship between the 
sex of the teacher and the sex of the student in the number, 
length, and type of student/teacher dyadic interactions? 
There was no relationship in the number and average length 
of interactions between male and female teachers and male 
and female students. The male teacher interacted significantly 
longer with male students and less with female students . 
while female teachers interacted significantly longer with 
female students and less with male students. There was no 
relationship in the number of content and noncontent inter­
actions male and female teachers had with male and female 
students, but the male teachers had significantly more total 
time in content interactions with each male student and the 
female teachers had more content interaction time with 
female students. 
5. Question 5: Is there a relationsip between the 
teacher's perception of the student's skill level and the 
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number, length, and type of student/teacher dyadic 
interactions? There was a significant relationship between 
the perceived skill level of the student and the number, 
and total time of interaction per student with the teacher. 
There was no relationship between the average length of each 
interaction that was content and noncontent and the perceived 
skill level of the student. 
6. Question 6: Is there a relationship between the 
sex of the teacher and the teacher-perceived skill level of 
the student in the number, length, and type of student/ 
teacher dyadic interaction? There was no relationship 
between the sex of the teacher and the perceived skill level 
of the student in the number, average length, or type of 
interaction. There was a significant relationship, however, 
in the average total time in interactions with each student 
that the male teachers had with students of different skill 
levels and those the female teacher had. The male teacher 
varied more in interactions with students of high, average, 
and low skill level. 
7. Question 7: Is there a relationship between the 
student's sex and the teacher's perception of the student's 
skill level in the number, length, and type of student/ 
teacher dyadic interaction? There was no relationship 
between the sex of the student and his/her perceived skill 
level in the number, average length, average total time, or 
type of interaction. 
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8. Question 8: Is there a relationship between the 
number, length, and type of interaction the teacher has with 
athletes and those with nonathletes? There was a significant 
relationship in the number, average length, and average total 
time of the interactions of athletes and nonathletes with 
the teachers. The athletes received more of the teachers' 
attention than did the nonathlete. There was no difference 
in the type of interaction. 
117 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
Summary 
There is a motivating force in human behavior that 
supports the need for personal significance which can be 
found in human interaction. It is assumed that this 
interaction in the physical education class can help the 
student find personal meaning and significance in the 
process and content of the class. It is further assumed 
that insights into the teacher's dyadic interaction patterns 
are helpful to teachers as they plan significant and meaning­
ful learning experiences for the students. 
The purpose of this study was to describe the number, 
length, and type of dyadic student/teacher interactions in 
physical education activity classes. Types of interaction 
in this study referred to the content and noncontent related-
ness of the interaction. 
Data were collected in five observations of classes of 
six male and six female teachers. Following the collection 
of data the teachers were asked to characterize each student 
in their class according to gender, their perception of the 
students' skill ability, and whether or not the student was 
an athlete. These characteristics were then used as variables 
which were related to the number, length, and type of dyadic 
interaction. 
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The Brown DIO Tool was used by three trained observers 
for collecting data. The data gathered from all of the 
classes of the teachers were combined and summarized and 
these statistics became the bases for the analysis. 
Conclusions 
The findings of the present study resulted in the 
following conclusion: Teachers interact differently and 
unequally with students according to the students' sex, 
perceived skill level, status as an athlete or nonathlete, 
and the sex of the teacher. 
Implications 
The purpose of this study was to describe dyadic 
interactions in the physical education activity class with 
students of different characteristics. The implications 
of this study will be discussed as they relate to: (1) the 
feedback the study provides to teachers in the study and to 
other interested persons, (2) the potential use of the 
observation tool in all educational settings, and (3) the 
need for further research. 
Feedback Provided to Teachers and Others 
The need for research which describes verbal and 
nonverbal interactions between students and teachers in 
class settings has been called for by Allard (1979)', Brophy 
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and Good (1974), and Locke (1977), to mention a few. This 
study has provided such a description and the results can 
help teachers who took part and other teachers or educators 
to become more aware of interaction patterns in physical 
education classes. This awareness can then be used in 
altering present classroom behavior or in planning strategy 
for future change. 
Use of The Brown DIP Tool 
The observation tool used in this study was The Brown 
DIO Tool. While this tool was specifically designed for 
use in this study, it was designed so that it could be used 
in educational settings other than physical education. Its 
potential in preservice or in-service situations is unlimited 
because any set of characteristics can be used and because 
the tool is easy to learn. Based upon its use in this study 
it is suggested here that the tool may be more useful if 
the recordings are altered to designate the initiator of the 
interactions. This would add additional data which would 
help in delineating those interactions which were initiated 
by the student from those initiated by the teacher. 
Further Research 
Replication of a study may be valuable in many instances 
rather than beginning new studies because findings which are 
substantiated by several identical studies may lend more 
credence to the conclusions or implications drawn from the 
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studies. For this reason replication of this study is 
recommended. There are often, however, questions which can 
be answered differently or parts of a study which can be 
considered specifically, and alterations of a study may then 
be fitting. Based on data and findings of this study the 
following suggestions for alteration are made: 
1. Conduct the study with a larger sample. This 
alteration would provide more statistical material and 
would help to negate the influence of one or two teachers 
in the sample. 
2. Design the study to more specifically define the 
student's skill level. In this study no definition of high, 
average, and low skill level was given to the teacher except 
that the teacher was told that it was general skill level 
that was to be considered and not the skill level in the 
specific unit being taught. Skill level could in future 
studies be determined by student grades in physical education, 
skills test scores, or some other student characteristic 
which may influence the teachers' evaluation of the students' 
skill levels. 
3. Alter the study to include a means of determining 
the teachers' reasons for interacting unequally with students. 
Insight could be gained by including a questionnaire dealing 
with teacher satisfactions from teaching students of 
different skill levels or the specific skill levels the 
teachers feel are easier or more difficult to teach. 
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4. Conduct studies relating specifically to the 
inequalities of attention to athletes and nonathletes. 
The reasons for the paucity of research in this area are 
unknown, but findings which relate to the athlete and the 
nonathlete in the physical education activity classes could 
have great implications for student and teacher behavior. 
For instance, the relationship of the classification of the 
student as athlete or nonathlete could be related to perceived 
skill level. In this study not all the athletes were 
perceived as high skilled and not all the high skilled 
students were athletes. Further studies could help to 
determine causes for the amount of attention the athletes 
get and could answer questions such as: Is the teacher also 
a coach? Does the student/athlete initiate the interactions 
because he/she knows the teacher well? Do the teachers see 
the athletes as students with whom they can relate? These 
and other questions have been ignored in research in physical 
education in the past and may have implication for student 
and public attitudes about what goes on in physical education. 
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MANUAL 
THE BROWN DYADIC STUDENT/TEACHER INTERACTION 
OBSERVATION TOOL 
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Purpose of the Manual 
The purpose of this manual is to describe The Brown 
Dyadic Student/Teacher Interaction Observation Tool and to 
give specific procedures concerning its use. The tool is 
referred to as the Brown DIO Tool. 
Introduction 
Maslow (1943), in his theory of motivation, lists five 
basic needs: physiological needs, safety needs, love and 
belonging needs, esteem needs, and self-actualization needs. 
The third and fourth level of needs, specifically love and 
belonging needs and esteem needs, involve the individual 
with others in his/her environment. This involvement is one 
of creating feelings of personal significance through 
affection, approval, recognition, and respect. Jensen 
(1960) refers to a social-acceptance dimension of his group 
structure theory as one grounded in a basic need of all 
human beings to be valued, esteemed, and accepted by others. 
Those who are ignored have little opportunity to be valued 
as personally significant. 
The classroom presents a specific environment in which 
the students possess these needs. The teacher's contacts 
or lack of contacts with the student are an important part 
of this environment. In reality, the student's feelings of 
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personal significance are often dependent on the teacher. 
Being ignored by the teacher often is interpreted by the 
student as "she doesn't like me," or "he doesn't know I'm 
here," or even as "he doesn't care about me." Juxtaposed 
against this lack of attention is the lavishing of 
quantities of attention on some students and the resulting 
attitudes on the part of the attention-getters and the 
remainder of the class. This aspect of classroom behavior 
is important enough to merit study and description. One 
way to do this is to use some method of interaction 
analysis. 
Interaction analysis is a term used to describe 
various methods of analyzing teacher and student behavior. 
Research reports from studies making use of various inter­
action analysis tools and instructions for using such tools 
are readily available to interested persons. The use of 
these tools is supported by the belief that a teacher can 
change his/her behavior once there is adequate knowledge 
about present behavior. Interaction analysis tools give a 
teacher a way of gathering objective data about personal 
classroom behavior. This data is usually in the form of 
qualitative categories of behavior which are grouped 
according to their relationship to various conceptual views 
of teaching, such as "dominative-integrative," "direct-
indirect," or "student talk-teacher talk." 
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Interaction analysis conducted for this purpose is of 
great value. However, absent from this analysis is the 
recognition of whether or not the teacher-talk was 
individualized and if it was individualized, identification 
of which student or how many students received the teacher's 
talk. The classrooms are looked at as whole units and the 
analysis is done as the interactions relate to the class as 
a whole. The Brown DIO Tool attempts to correct this 
omission. 
Estimates of the amount of time given to individual 
student/teacher interactions vary greatly as does the 
amount of interactions received by different students in 
the class. Though there are few statistics to support it, 
it is suggested that students of some characteristics have 
more interactions related to the class work while other 
students have more dyadic interactions about things outside 
the class. Among the characteristics associated with 
inequalities in dyadic interactions are: sex of the student, 
socio-economic status, race, and achievement. 
Purpose 
The purpose of this observation tool is fourfold: 
(a) to determine the number of individual student/teacher 
interactions which take place in a class, (b) to determine 
the length of those interactions, (c) to determine if the 
interactions are related to content or not related to 
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content, and (d) to determine who the students are with 
whom the interactions take place. 
Through the use of this tool it is possible to answer 
questions like the following: 
1. What percentage of time (total class) does the 
teacher spend with individuals? 
2. What percentage of class students are spoken to 
individually? 
3. What is the average length of these interactions? 
4. What is the ratio of the number of interactions 
related to content to interactions not related to content? 
5. What is the ratio of time spent in content related 
interactions to noncontent interactions? 
6. Are boys or girls dyadically interacted with more 
often and for longer periods of time? 
7. Are boys or girls interacted with more about 
content? about noncontent? 
8. Are those whom the teacher perceives as having 
specific characteristics, like high ability, attractiveness, 
middle class, etc., interacted with more often and for 
longer periods of time than those students without those 
characteristics? 
9. Are the interactions with students of character­
istics which the teacher finds favorable more often related 
to content? 
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10. Do those teachers who have contact with some 
students outside the class, as in extracurricular activities, 
interact more and differently with those students than 
students whom they only know in class? 
11. Is the number of interactions related to the 
number of students in the class? 
12. Is there a relationship between the number of 
individual interactions and the unit of study? 
13. Does the number, length, and type of interactions 
differ by race? 
14. Is there a relationship between students' grades 
and the number, length, and type of interaction? 
15. Is there a relationship between a student's 
concept of himself as a student of some particular subject 
matter and the number, length, and type of interaction that 
student has with the teacher? 
Data gathered through the use of this tool can be used 
to give feedback to the teacher who simply desires to be 
made aware of his/her interactions. The tool is relatively 
easy to learn, yet is precise enough to be used for research 
purposes. It can be of great value in inservice training 
and in teacher preparation. 
Development of Categories 
There are four categories for identifying dyadic 
interactions in this tool. They are: (a) the number of 
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interactions, (b) the length of interactions, (c) the 
relationship of the interaction to content, and (d) the 
relationship of the interaction to noncontent. The 
development of these categories was influenced by studying 
the available literature, the variety of interaction 
analysis systems available, and by personal beliefs about 
student/teacher relationships. 
It was considered important by the researcher that 
both the number and length of interactions be recorded. 
It was reasoned that nine interactions three seconds in 
length may be considered more or less significant by the 
student than would one interaction of twenty-seven seconds 
in length. 
In addition to quantitatively identifying the 
interactions, this tool qualitatively defines them. The 
two qualitative categories are: content-related and 
noncontent-related. These categories are simplifications 
and combinations of several category systems. For example, 
interactions have been categorized as: instructional, 
social, disciplinary, managerial, etc. 
It is clearly possible that not only do students 
receive disproportionate amounts of the teacher1s attention 
but that the attention is also disproportionate as it is 
related to the teacher1s sharing of content related 
information. The categories of the Brown Tool allow 
description of both these phenomena. 
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Definitions 
The following terms are defined as they apply 
specifically to this observation tool: 
1. Dyadic student/teacher interaction - verbal and 
nonverbal communication between one student and the teacher 
in groups no larger than two students. Though two students 
are in the vicinity, the observer will make a judgment as 
to whom is being interacted with. If it is the observer's 
opinion that there are two dyadic interactions taking place, 
the interactions are recorded for both students. 
2. Verbal interaction - spoken communication between 
student and teacher, e.g., "good," "try it this way," 
"watch me," "lift the head higher." The student or the 
teacher may be speaking. 
3. Nonverbal interaction - communication through 
movements that demonstrate communication between student 
and teacher, e.g., gesture, body movement, body position, 
facial expression, eye focus. 
4. Content related interaction - those interactions 
related to the psychomotor, cognitive, and affective 
objectives of the class as judged by the observer, e.g., 
discussion of specific skill, teacher monitoring student's 
attempt of skill, teacher praise of student, and student 
question about the understanding of the skill. 
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5. Noncontent related interaction - those interactions 
not directly related to objectives of the class as judged 
by the observer, e.g., teacher comment about clothing of 
student, discussion of school activities not related to 
class, roll call, and discussion of equipment placement or 
use (unless the placement of the equipment is a part of the 
learning experience). 
Procedures 
Identification of Student 
Establish a procedure for identifying students prior 
to beginning the observation. For example: (a) If the 
observer knows the students, the student names or initials 
may be used. (b) Numbered pinnies may be used. (c) If 
team designation is required by the class activity, color 
and number of the pinnie may be necessary. (d) A seating 
chart may be used with seat numbers or seat and row numbers 
indicated. 
Direct Recording of Observation 
Observer should complete information required at top 
of the Recording Sheet at the appropriate time (see 
figure 1). 
Upon observing a dyadic interaction, the observer notes 
the identification of the student (numbered pinnies are used 
in this example) and makes the decision as to whether the 
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RECORDING SHEET 
THE BROWN DYADIC STUDENT/TEACHER INTERACTION OBSERVATION TOOL 
Ti m e  c l a s s  b e g a n  O b s e r v e r  C o d e  B  
Time class ended Teacher Code J" 
Date 
A3 f /  W L  
a t e .  I d  
a i d  I t  
/ J V  
l<L 
/ $ / /  ! C  
Figure 1 
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interaction is content or noncontent related and records 
the identifying code and a "C" or "N" for content and 
noncontent respectively. A recorded observation of 24C 
would indicate that the student is number 24 and the 
interaction was related to content. Recording continues 
for each three second interval until the interaction ceases. 
An interaction that lasts less than three seconds is still 
recorded as an interaction. Each dyadic interaction is 
recorded in the same manner and in sequence in a column, as 
shown in figure 1. Examples of classroom behavior and 
subsequent recordings follow: (Examples are from a physical 
education activity class.) 
Example 
The teacher demonstrates a volleyball 
serve to the student wearing pinnie 
number 24. The student then attempts the 
serve while the teacher observes. This 
lasts for three - three-seconds intervals. 
Teacher turns around and surveys whole 
class. Teacher moves toward student #12 
who is holding her finger, showing she is 
in pain. Teacher asks, "What happened?" 
Student replies that she jammed her finger. 
Teacher examines finger and tells student 
to go to the water fountain to put cold 
water on it. 
Recording 
24C 
24C 
24C 
Nothing Recorded 
12N 
12N 
12N 
12N 
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Example Recording 
Teacher tells student #3 to move Where #12 3N 
was. Teacher calls to #24 that the hand 24C 
is being held too flat to give the ball 24C 
the proper force. Teacher demonstrates 24C 
hand position and tells student to show 
the proper position. Student goes through 
motion of serve without using a ball. 
Teacher walks to student #1 and watches 1C 
the serve. Teacher says, "That is good, 1C 
but you should transfer the weight from 
right to left foot." 
Teacher sees #24 serve and says, "That's 24C 
right, Sue." Student #1 serves and says, 1C 
"Like this?" Teacher says, "Yes." 1C 
Ground Rules 
1. If it is obvious to the observer that, though one 
or more students are standing near the teacher, the teacher 
is primarily interacting with one of the students, the 
interaction is recorded for that student. However, if 
there is evidence that there are two dyadic interactions 
taking place, the interactions are recorded for both 
students. The recordings are made on the same line on the 
Recording Sheet so the interactions are continuous for both 
students (23N/14N). If more than two students are involved, 
no recordings are made. 
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2. Obvious monitoring of the student by the teacher 
is considered a dyadic interaction. "Obvious" in this 
instance means that the teacher is standing near enough to 
the student for the observer to be aware of his/her focus, 
the teacher is clearly watching the student, and it appears 
that the student is aware of the teacher's attention. 
Transfer from Recording Sheet to Tally Sheet 
1. Complete information at top of Tally Sheet (see 
figure 2). 
2. Write in identifying symbol (number on pinnie in 
this example) in the left column of Tally Sheet. 
3. Transfer interaction data by inserting a dot (.) 
beside the correct student identification symbol and in the 
appropriate content or noncontent column. At the end of 
each series of like symbols a slant (/) is recorded, marking 
the end of that specific interaction. The recorded tallies 
from Figure 1 would appear on the Tally Sheet as shown in 
Figure 2. 
4. Complete all row totals for Number, Length, and 
Average Length. 
(a) Enter a zero in all columns of students with 
no interactions. 
(b) The average length of time in interactions 
with a student is calculated by adding the number of seconds 
in each interaction and dividing by the number of interactions. 
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The average length of time for student 24 in the example 
would be six seconds as calculated by: 
9 + 6 + 3 =  1 8  * 3  =  6  s e c o n d s  
Student Characteristics Sheet 
1. At the end of the observation or series of 
observations enter student names and identifying codes on 
the Student Characteristics Sheet. 
2. Enter the characteristics under study over the 
appropriate column. 
3. The teacher checks the proper student characteristics 
under study, e.g., achievement level, skill level, student 
in teacher-directed activity. 
4. If characteristics under study are obvious to the 
observer (sex, race, etc.), it may be unnecessary to use the 
Student Characteristic Sheet. Instead, characteristics can 
be listed and checked on the Summary Sheet. 
Summary Sheet Use 
This sheet is used when a series of observations are 
made and total profile of observation information is 
desired. 
1. Enter student identifying code in left column. 
2. Transfer information from Student Characteristic 
Sheet. 
3. Compute totals for each observation Tally Sheet 
and enter in appropriate Summary Sheet columns. 
150 
Total Class Time 
Number of Observations 
SUMMARY SHEET 
THE BROWN DYADIC STUDENT/TEACHER INTERACTION OBSERVATION TOOL 
Teacher Code 
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
 
C
o
d
e
 
>< 
a 
cr Ra
nk
 
in
 C
l
a
s
s
 
I 
E
t
c
.
 
|
 Et
c.
 
|
 
Total 
Content Related 
Total 
Noncontent Related 
Total 
Interactions 
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
 
C
o
d
e
 
Ra
nk
 
in
 C
l
a
s
s
 
I 
E
t
c
.
 
|
 Et
c.
 
|
 
1 
Nu
mb
er
 
L
e
n
g
t
h
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
L
e
n
g
t
h
 
Nu
mb
er
 
L
e
n
g
t
h
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
L
e
n
g
t
h
 
f N
um
be
r 
1 L
e
n
g
t
h
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
L
e
n
g
t
h
 
Figure 3 
151 
Observer Training 
To obtain reliable observers it will be necessary to 
train observers in the use of the observation tool. The 
following method is suggested, though the length of time 
required may vary according to the ability of the observers 
and their familiarity with observation tool use. 
Session 1. Give observer copy of tool information and 
conduct a general discussion of purposes, methodology, etc. 
Session 2. Discuss tool while observing a class 
situation, on video tape or a live class. Note specifically 
verbal and nonverbal interactions and content and noncontent 
interactions. Use a metronome or timer to become familiar 
with three-second intervals. 
Session 3. Have observers observe a class and make 
recordings of interactions. Instructor should be present 
for discussion of problems or to answer questions. It is 
suggested here that the class be divided so that there are 
portions of the class for observing verbal and nonverbal 
interactions independently. At the end of the class, 
compare and discuss recordings. Make particular effort to 
do a reliability check on the verbal and nonverbal inter­
actions and on the content and noncontent recordings. 
(Instructions for estimating reliability will be given 
later in the manual.) If these reliabilities are not 
acceptable, further discussion and practice should take 
place. 
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Session 4. Have observers record entire class 
independently and use data for reliability check. Repeat 
practice sessions as needed. 
Interobserver Reliability Check 
Interobserver reliability refers to the ability of 
different observers to measure the same behavior responses 
with consistency. Estimation can be made by pairing the 
data of each observer with the data of every other observer 
and using the following formula: 
_ total number of identical behavior observations 
reliability - identical observations + nonidentical observations 
Example: Observer A and Observer B recorded 4 2 identical 
interactions; Observer A recorded 6 interactions which 
Observer B did not and Observer B recorded 4 interactions 
which Observer A did not; the total number of nonidentical 
observations was 10. Substituting into the formula: 
Reliability = 1Q = = .8078 or 81% reliability 
An 80% agreement is considered adequate. 
Intraobserver Reliability Check 
Intraobserver reliability refers to the consistency 
of measurement over time. This estimation can be done by 
video taping a class and having each observer record 
interactions from the tape on two different occasions at 
least one week apart. The formula as described for inter­
observer reliability is used. An 80% agreement is adequate. 
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Validity 
Face validity is accepted for this instrument based on 
the fact that it is a low inference instrument and obviously 
measures dyadic interactions of students who are easily 
identifiable. The relationship of interactions to content 
or noncontent is defined and differentiated. This 
instrument is an obvious, straightforward way of measuring 
what it is intended to measure. 
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APPENDIX B 
Study Participation Consent Forms 
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PRINCIPAL'S CONSENT FORM 
Dissertation Study 
Janie P. Brown 
I understand that the purpose of the study is to 
describe student/teacher interactions in the physical 
education activity class. 
I understand that any teachers in 
who are willing to be included in the study will have one 
class observed five times. 
I understand that all data gathered will be recorded 
anonymously and at no time will schools, teachers, or 
students be identified by name. 
I understand that a summary of the results of the 
project will be made available to me at the completion of 
the study if I so request. 
I wish to give my voluntary cooperation for my school's 
participation. 
Signature 
Address 
Date 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT GREENSBORO 
SCHOOL OF HEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATION & RECREATION 
SCHOOL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM * 
I understand that the purpose of this study/project is 
I confirm that my participation is entirely voluntary. No 
coercion of any kind has been used to obtain my cooperation. 
I understand that I may withdraw my consent and terminate my 
participation at any time during the project. 
I have been informed of the procedures that will be used in 
the project and understand what will be required of me as a 
subject. 
I understand that all of my responses, written/oral/task, 
will remain completely anonymous. 
I understand that a summary of the results of the project 
will be made available to me at the completion of the study 
if I so request. 
I wish to give my voluntary cooperation as a participant. 
Signature 
Address 
Date 
•Adopted from L. F. Locke and W. W. Spirduso. Proposals that 
work. New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 
1976, p. 237. 
Approved 3/78 
APPENDIX C 
Student and Teacher Orientation Information 
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STUDENT ORIENTATION INFORMATION 
1. The study is for the purpose of describing interactions 
in physical education activity classes. In no way are 
the school, teachers, students, or programs being 
evaluated. School names, teachers' names, and students' 
names will not be used in reporting the study. 
2. To be a participant, the student wears a pinnie with an 
identifying number on it. The same pinnie must be worn 
for each of the five classes which are observed. 
Student names and assigned pinnie numbers will be posted 
near the door. If the student is unwilling or does not 
want to participate, he/she does not put on a pinnie. 
This does not preclude participation as a regular 
member of the class. 
3. The observer will be a college student who is trained in 
the system. The observer will watch the class, perhaps 
move around to see or hear better, but she will not in 
any way interfere with the class. She will begin her 
observation when the students enter the teaching 
location and put on the designated pinnie. The 
observation will end as the students remove the pinnie 
as they leave the teaching location. 
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ORIENTATION INFORMATION FOR TEACHERS IN SAMPLE 
General Purpose of the Study. It is the general purpose 
of the study to describe interactions in the physical 
education activity class. The observer will record 
interactions as they occur during the class. At the 
end of the observations, the teacher will be asked to 
furnish information about characteristics of students 
in the class. 
Informed Consent Form Explanation. Each teacher will 
be asked to sign the consent form prior to the first 
observation. The consent form has six sections which 
should be understood by the teacher before the 
signature is added on the sheet. Any other information 
requested will be furnished. 
Procedure for Observation Days. The observer will 
arrive at the teacher's office or locker room ten 
minutes prior to the beginning of the class. Pinnies 
will be assigned according to the list and the observer 
will give these to the students or have them pick them 
up from a prearranged order as they enter the teaching 
space. The observer then will simply observe and 
record the interactions as they occur in the class. It 
may be necessary for the observer to move around the 
teaching space in order to hear the teacher or students 
better, but at no time will the observer carry on a 
conversation or interfere with the class. At the end 
of the class, the observer will collect the pinnies. 
At each observation, the student must wear the same 
pinnie. 
APPENDIX D 
Sample Recording, Tally, Student Characteristics, 
and Summary Sheets 
RECORDING SHEET 
DYADIC STUDENT/TEACHER INTERACTIONS 
Time class began 
Time class ended 
Observer Code 
Teacher Code 
Observation Date 
162 
TALLY SHEET 
DYADIC STUDENT/TEACHER INTERACTIONS 
Time class began Observer Code 
Time class ended Teacher Code 
Total class time Observation Date 
Content Related Noncontent Rela I-PH Totals 
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
 
C
o
d
e
 
Nu
mb
er
 
L
e
n
g
t
h
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
A) 
25 L
e
n
g
t
h
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
Nu
mb
er
 
L
e
n
g
t
h
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
163 
STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS SHEET 
THE BROWN DYADIC STUDENT/TEACHER INTERACTION OBSERVATION TOOL 
Observer Code _ 
Teacher Code 
Date 
Student Name 
Identifying 
Code Athlete Sex 
Perceived Skill Level 
High Medium Low 
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SUMMARY SHEET 
THE BROWN DYADIC STUDENT/TEACHER INTERACTION OBSERVATION TOOL 
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